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FOREWORD 
TAC has chosen the subject of CGIAR-NARS collaborative relationship& as one of the priority 
strategic issues for it to address over the next couple of years. The subject was picked not 
because it was felt that the CGIAR-NARS relationships have been inadequate or bad, but rather 
because TAC’s members believe that such relationships can be strengthened to fit more closely 
with changing conditions, knowledge, understanding and capacities. The System Review also 
found the subject of CGIAR-NARS relations and the role of the CGIAR in NARS strengthening 
to be an important topic for future consideration. Thus, nine of their recommendations relate in 
part or whole, and directly or indirectly to the theme (see Annex 1). These recommendations have 
been considered in the present assessment. 
The paper reports the results of a desk study based on existing documentation and the author’s 
own assessment of the topic. As indicated in the acknowledgements, this draft of the paper has 
benefitted from the input of a great number of individuals from the Centers and from NARS. 
Further comments are encouraged. 
The paper focuses on the strategic issues with which TAC is concerned in the context of the 
yriorities md strntcgiu- for the CG System. The paper does not deal with operational issues 
related to formation and implementation of collaborative relationships. Those rightly are the 
focus of the individual CGIAR centers and their partners. Nor is the paper a general discussion of 
NARS, their perspectives and their institution strengthening needs. Attribution of ideas and needs 
to NARS would be presumptuous here. At the same time, the paper reflects the very thoughtful 
comments received from NARS leaders of developing countries and available documentation 
related to such NARS views. 
The various thoughts presented to the author have been drawn upon in the discussion, with full 
recognition that the perceptions from the head of one or another of the institutions within the 
broad category of NARS in a given country do not necessarily represent the views of other 
organizations and individuals in that same country’s overall NARS. NARS are not homogeneous 
sets of institutions that all think alike and work together. Indeed that is one of the challenges that 
face international centers in developing linkages at the broader NARS level in a country. 
Different institutional capacities, interests and priorities need to be considered in developing 
promising options for strengthening the effectiveness and efficiency of collaborative relationships. 
The many excellent comments received have been taken into account; and those comments that 
related specifically to errors, omissions, and clarifications in the present text have hopefilly been 
’ The term “collaborative relationships” is used more generally than “partnerships”. The latter term has a more limited 
meaning and, unfortunately, has come to have different meanings for different people. As an aside, the old and well 
worn Webster’s dictionary the consultant found in FAO while working on the paper defines partnership as the “the state 
of being a partner”, or “a legal relationship”. These were not very helpful, so we looked up “partner. Here the 
consultant found the definitions: “either of a couple who dance together”, or “one of two or more persons who play 
together in a game against an opposing side”, or as “a member of a partnership”. We trust that more modem dictionaries 
have more appropriate delinitions for the CGIAR’s purposes! 
fully incorporated in the text and footnotes. However, many of the broader points made by 
reviewers need to be taken into account in the next phase of the activity, including the comment 
from several persons that a conceptual framework is needed, along with a more in- depth 
discussion of definitions and actual meaning of such terms as NARS, NAIXIs, NAROs, 
“comparative advantage, ” “international public goods, ” “economies of scale,” etc. Also of 
particular note was the comment from one expert that the draft reflected 
“ a ‘transfer of technology’ model, in which knowledge, benefits, etc., emanate from basic research, flow 
through strategic, applied and adaptive research and finally through extension to reach (and impact on) the 
ultimate (passive) users (farmers, beneficiaries, etc.) This model has been severely critiqued within the CGIAR 
and outside, but its resilience is impressive. Recent work . . . argues that alongside this traditional university- 
based model, a new mode of producing knowledge is gaining in importance. In the new mode, knowledge is 
produced in the contest of its application. The distinction between basic and applied research is blurred. In this 
mode, researchers and research organizations in developing countries are essential participants in the global 
research system. They are not estcnsion mechanisms. 
This perspective, which is gaining ground within the CGIAR, needs to be more fully reflected 
together with other innovations in any future-looking strategic paper that TAC might produce as 
a second phase activity. 
A point for TAC to note is that none of the Center and NARS reviewers disagreed with the 
suggested options for future activity discussed in the paper, although many provided helpful ideas 
on how to improve and clarify them and how to prioritize them. All except on.e reviewer 
supported the final general recommendation, again with various points of amplification, most of 
which have been incorporated in the present draft. The one who dissented suggested that the 
three substudies under the recommendation would be too difficult to undertake, given limited 
resources. The alternative suggested was that the resources available “be devoted to the 
generation of a strategy paper that, above all, is rich with the experiences, opinions, 
recommendations and expectations of the developing world, for whom the IARCs exist.” 
The first section of the paper provides the essence of the conclusions reached in the desk study, 
the suggestions that derive from these conclusions and the main recommendation of the 
consultant. The remainder of the paper provides the details for use by TAC if it decides to do 
further work on the theme addressed. 
CONCLUSIONS AND SUGGESTIONS 
Bringing together the threads of previous thinking (see References), the comments received, and 
the analysis of the consultant, some conclusions emerge on the subject of NARS-CGIAR 
relationships. Based on these conclusions, some suggested options emerge for TAC’s next steps 
in looking strategically at the collaborative relationships between the CGIAR centers and 
organizations within national agricultural research systems (NARSs). Agriculture is here 
detined broadly to include crops, livestock, agroforestry, forestry and fisheries. NARS are 
here defined in the broadest sense to include national agricultural research institutes 
(NARIs), universities, non-governmental organizations (NGOs), the private sector, 
extension agencies attached to research groups, farmer cooperatives and other 
configurations of farmers involved in the consultative and research processes. 
We note right up front that the term “NARS is a useful shorthand term in policy level 
discussions within the CGIAR and elsewhere to refer to all the organizations that address 
agricultural research and related subjects in a given country. However, it is less useful in 
discussions of operational issues associated with collaborative relationships with centers. 
The reasons are several. First, in most countries, the organizations included in the so-called 
NARS do not operate as a connected system (although it is recognized that this is a goal).2 At 
present, in many countries they operate quite independent of each other, often competing with 
each other and ignoring the work of each other, and operating with quite different goals and 
priorities. Second, the organizations that go to make up a “NAM” tend to vary widely from 
country to country. Thus, there is no standard definition that is useful. Third, and following on 
the other reasons, CGIAR centers with few exceptions have collaborative relationships at the 
organizational or scientist level, not at the “system” level. 
With the strong urging of many of the reviewers of the first draft of this paper, we submit that a 
main challenge facing the international agricultural research community is to help 
countries themselves form more coherent and indeed system focused groups of 
complementary organizations that can build on synergies, thrive through healthy competition 
for niches in the agricultural research portfolio, and give each other support in accomplishing the 
various pieces of the research puzzle facing each country. The CGIAR centers can help in this 
process and can fit much more productively and effectively into such a coherent system than with 
an isolated group of individual organizations pulling and pushing in different directions. (We 
might add that the same comment has been made by many in the Group who suggest bringing the 
centers together in a larger systems context). 
2 One NARS reviewer suggests that “.. the main constraints existing in most of the NARS of the developing 
countries are lack of institutional linkages, effective decision making mechanisms, coordination, etc., among 
components of the NARS....In a majority of countries of the various regions, a common concept of NARS does not 
exist. ” 
Thus, in what follows we often refer to the shorthand term “NARS-CGIAR” collaborative 
relationships, but always in the context of individual organizations and/or scientists collaborating 
in various forms with CGIAR centers. 
As a second point of clarification, we note that the term “partnership” refers in this paper to a 
formal partnering relationship between two or more entities, with the term “collaborative 
relationship” used in the broader sense of all types of linkages between CGIAR centers and other 
organizations, including through information and research networks, training relationships, and so 
forth. (It is the consultant’s understanding that TAC, in collaboration with the CGIAR 
Secretariat, is looking in more detail at the specific nature of partnerships. Thus, the present 
paper addresses the broader range of relationships). 
CONCLUSIONS: 
Collaborative relationships with organizations and scientists within NARSs are a 
positive part of all of the CGIAR’s work. One has only to look at the 350 projects in the 
System to realize that partnering is all pervasive in the System and in the work of the centers. 
Considering the goals of the System (and the centers), and recognizing that the CGIAR is only 
one small part (4% generally is assumed) of the total activity in agricultural research for 
developing countries, Centers see collaboration and partnering as obvious mechanisms for 
leveraging resources and linking to the rest of the globai activity. 
In the specific case of partnerships, a function of each partner is to help strengthen others in 
the partnership. It follows that strengthening of partners also should be an all pervasive, 
albeit not necessarily always explicit goal of the NARS and the CG System. Related to 
this point, the 20 percent of CGIAR resources allocated in the Priorities and Strategies to the 
category five “undertakings” or activities (institution strengthening) is a somewhat misleading 
figure. First, we know that some centers put all their publication costs in category five, and 
some publications are not intended for institution strengthening (although they may end doing 
so). Second, we also know that much more training and other capacity strengthening activity 
takes place in the System than labelled as such. Thus, training and capacity strengthening 
often take place within the other four activity categories. On balance, the amount spent on 
capacity strengthening probably is considerably more than 20 percent. 
Good partnering involves learning as well as teaching on the part of each partner. There has 
to be a give and take, a two-way flow of benefits. It is important that the partnering culture 
instilled in the researchers in the CGIAR System includes explicit consideration of, and 
concern for what and how they can learn from the partnerships. Gain for the System 
comes in terms of learning about local conditions and insights, input for Center priority 
setting, science advancement by learning new techniques from local partners, and, most 
importantly, informal learning regarding the pros and cons of alternative transfer mechanisms 
for the results derived from Center activities. The areas for CGIAR gain are many. 
P Sorting out and agreeing on what a center best can give and what it can gain from partnering 
is a crucial step in developing sound, productive and effective collaborative relationships. 
Centers and NARS organizations and scientists need to have a good understanding of 
each other’s relative strengths; and then they need at a very early stage in the relationship to 
establish and agree on their respective roles, taking those strengths into account. At the same 
time, of course, they need to recognize that (a) changes will need to occur over time, and (b) 
most partnerships are not meant to last forever; they accomplish their purpose and then should 
be amicably dissolved as new, more relevant ones are formed. This requires active 
management of collaborative relationships. 
“f CGIAR collaborative relationships should be established in the context of the basic criteria for 
CGIAR participation in research, namely, that the CG produces or focuses on 
“international public goods” and that the center(s) involved should have a 
“comparative advantage” in carrying out the research involved.3 The latter criterion is 
qualified by the principle of “subsidiarity,” i.e., the primary responsibility for a research 
activity should be devolved to the lowest level in the hierarchy from global to regional to 
national to local level that can carry out the activity appropriately, effectively and efficiently. 
> Success of CGIAR activities depends on how well the System’s outputs achieve its goal of 
improving the lives of the poor of developing countries on a sustainable basis; and that, in 
turn, depends both on the quality and relevance of the research results produced and on 
the effectiveness of the mechanisms used to extend research results to the ultimate 
intended beneficiaries. Research that sits on the shelf, no matter how good from a scientific 
perspective, is not contributing to success of the System in terms of its goals. It presumably is 
for this reason that TAC is concerning itself with the whole continuum from knowledge 
creation through dissemination and application. 
> While few advocate direct CGIAR involvement in extension activities, many (including many 
members of the Group) have urged that centers need to become more involved in 
researching the means to improve extension and adoption processes, sometimes through 
comparative adaptive research in relevant countries and through support to (e.g., through 
training) national and local extension arms, whether in the public or private sectors. 
> In collaborative relationships, the appropriate balance between CGIAR activity in 
information generation (research) and activity in information transfer is a dynamic one 
3 To repeat from elsewhere, international public goods are those for which: (1) it is difticult for one country to 
appropriate the benetits (i.e., exclude others from benefiting); (2) there is non-rivalrous consumption (i.e., use of the 
research results by one country does not harm or exclude other countries from also using and benefiting from them); 
(3) there are significant economies of scale or scope that go well beyond the needs and/or abilities of one country; (4) 
there are significant international externalities; and (4) the research can heIp strengthen national systems and help 
improve access of NARS to new knowledge and technology not otherwise easily obtained. Comparative advantage (a 
term quite loosely used in the System) means that the CGIAR (center) is best placed to undertake the research or be 
involved because it has inherent international, scientific, financial, or other advantages that would result over time in 
more effective and/or efficient production of the research. 
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that cannot be generalized, other than to say that, ideally at least, no CGIAR research that 
has potential for contributing to its goals should be sitting idly on the shelves of partner 
NARS. The dynamics enter the picture as more fLndamenta1 or basic CGIAR research enters 
the stream of more applied and adaptive research, and where the tasks of dissemination for 
adoption become much more complicated than the narrow task of dissemi:nation of basic 
research results to research colleagues through journals, papers and germplasm transfer. The 
impact pathways of CGIAR research can be long and complex. 
0 In forging principles, priorities and strategies for effective collaborative rel.ationships with 
NAJXS organizations, the centers, TAC and the Group need to address the fimdamental fact 
that the CG centers work with a wide variety of NARS organizations that differ in a 
number of dimensions, including: (1) objectives and priorities, (2) strengths and 
weaknesses in different areas of science and activity, and (3) resources avalilable (skilled 
people, funds, facilities). 
> For each of these dimensions, there is a continuum from one extreme to another. We are not 
dealing with “either or” situations. Along the same lines, one too often finds a “we-they” 
mentality existin g, both in the centers and in organizations within the NARS. For example, 
the term “NARS” often is used to refer only to developing country systems and ARTS used to 
refer only to advanced research institutes in developed countries. The paper argues strongly 
that a “we-they” mentality needs to be replaced by one that recognizes a continuum of 
institutions and individual scientists that differ in terms of a number Iof dimensions that 
are independent of whether the institution or individual happens to be in a so-called 
developed or developing country. (The need to focus on continua of NARS is stressed by a 
wide variety of groups working in and outside the CGIAR System; and it was stressed in the 
System Review. Yet practice in the System does not necessarily follow the advice, partly 
because categorization is such a handy mechanism for ordering everything). 
> There are at least three continua that TAC in its deliberations should consider: (a) a 
continuum of NARS organizations (as indicated above with the various dimensions); (b) a 
continuum of compnmtisc strengths of the CGIAR Centers in relation to those of 
collaborators; and (c) a continuum of possible relationships from those that are purely 
research results oriented (e.g., outsourcing of certain tasks to a NARS institution) to those 
that involve both research and institution strengthening objectives (e.g., various forms of 
research partnerships and networks), to those that are purely institution strengthening in 
nature (e.g., training courses). 
> With regard to the NARS continuum, some information about the NARS in different countries 
is available, e.g., through ISNAR, although much of the information is case specific and much 
of it is outdated because of the dynamics of change in NARS structures and organizations. 
Also, we understand much better the NARIs of countries than most of the other actors in the 
entire NARS. Yet, future partnering of the CGIAR will increasingly involve the other actors 
in the system. There is need to expand our understanding of the continuum of NARS 
and the organizations within them so that the global agricultural research community has a 
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better feel for the entities within these systems and thus can act more effectively to remove 
barriers to more productive relationships and, ultimately, to more productive agricultural 
research in terms of the goals of the global community. This point was stressed by many of 
the reviewers: NARS for the most part are not organized, coordinated groups of 
organizations with, necessarily, similar objectives and priorities. 
0 With regard to the “comparative strengths” continuum, for some activities producing 
international public goods, the CGIAR System often has a clear comparative strength. In the 
case of other research outputs, an entity within the NARS of a collaborating country may have 
clear comparative or relative advantages. In between there is a vast array of research needs 
where the comparative or relative advantages of various collaborators are not so clear, yet 
need to be agreed upon if collaboration is to be successful (effective and efficient). There is 
need to expand our understanding of the dimensions of the comparative or relative 
advantage concept that are crucial to the success of partnering activities between CG 
centers and NARS. Among other things, such improved understanding should be flowing 
from the operation of the ecoregional programs and other related activities initiated by the 
centers and their NARS collaborators over the past years. The on-going study of the 
ecoregional programs should pick up useful information in this regard that will be 
relevant to TAC’s deliberations on partnering and other collaborative relationships. 
P There are many different kinds of partnering and other collaborative modalities used in the 
CGIAR System. Their appropriateness and effectiveness depend on the objectives addressed, 
the relative strengths and weaknesses of the centers and national organizations involved, and 
the contextual environment in which they operate. Few of the CGIAR projects involve only 
one kind of collaboration or partnering. While we know quite well the nature of the 
relationships, we have very little systematic, openly available information on substance and 
success of the different kinds and combinations of collaborative mechanisms used in different 
contexts. There is need to expand our understanding of the successes and failures, the 
costs and the benefits of different types of collaborative relationships in different 
contexts. There also is need to understand better the impacts of alternative 
collaboration mechanisms in terms of achieving the goals of the System, as reflected 
more concretely in the intermediate goals, purposes and outputs in the Logframe 
recently adopted for the System. (It should be noted that several CG centers indicated in 
their reviews of the earlier draft that they have such information available locally and keep 
quite detailed reviews of partnering activities and their problems and successes). 
OPTIONS FOR FURTHER W0R.K BY TAC : 
A. Suggestions related to choice of collaboration modalities to use with different types of 
research organizations and programs. 
0 Al. The System needs to develop an improved framework for looking at the 
characteristics and relative strengths of the NARS organizations involved in collaboration with 
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CGIAR centers. It needs to use this framework in generating improved information on the 
continuum of NARS organizations with which the System and its centers work; and it needs 
to understand better the types and intensities of relationships that fimction best under different 
conditions along the various continua that are relevant. TAC could encourage an increased 
effort to characterize and assess relative strengths of NARS in terms of the continua 
mentioned above. This work could be done in collaboration with the NARS Secretariat, 
with the operational input from ISNAR and other groups. TAC also could revive interest 
in the already accepted, but not funded Systemwide Program on “the establishment and 
upkeep of a global data base on national agricultural research and analysis of policy 
implications,” which was to be led by ISNAR with major input from IFPRI. Ultimately, 
whatever activity is undertaken it has to be a joint one involving the NARS, the centers, FAO 
and the donors (in terms of increased funding). And it has to focus on the: dynamics of 
NARS, since changes in some systems are rapid, and static information thus can become 
outdated rather quickly. Because of the need for widespread collaboration, the activity will be 
undertaken only if TAC can show others that it is in their interest to develop the type of 
information suggested. Generating such interest will depend in turn on the projected 
usefblness of the information in development of stronger and more effective programs and 
relationships. (Note: Several experienced persons reviewing the earlier draft indicated that 
the resources required for the type of activity suggested above is significant and that caution 
should be used in starting on such an activity. Here, we are suggesting a phased approach, 
starting with a limited sample of collaborative relationships and centers, moving on only if the 
preliminary results indicate value in this type of information). 
A2. TAC and the System need to consider the variety of mechanisms and 
modalities that can be used in the future to ensure maximum effectiveness of 
relationships in different contexts. Indeed, one of the factors driving the priority given to 
this study is the perception that the existing relationships can be strengthened if we understand 
better the changes that have taken place in conditions, interests, capacities and political 
linkages, for example, those that have been forged through GFAR and the regional fora. 
While some types of existing CGTAR-NARS relationships may be optimum at present, there 
are bound to be ways in which new relationships that are being formed can be more effective 
and efficient than past ones.4 Examples of opportunities that TAC needs to consider include: 
Cl Regional and Subregional organizations (SROs). One of the trends in agricultural 
research is a model that involves NARS organizations forming their own regional or 
subregional partnerships, with the IARCs joining as partners in those that fit with their 
mandates (that relate to the System’s goals and the IPG and comparative advantage 
requirements). As the paper points out there are mixed views of the success of these 
relationships, partly because it sometimes is difficult to get countries to agree and 
4 Several reviewers thought that the enrlier draft was implying that present collaborative arrangements were 
ineffective and/or ineffIcient. Hopefidly, the present draft has dispelled that perception, since there was no intention 
to imply such deficiencies in the present relationships. A jutlgement on adequacy of existing collaboration would 
req$re considerable detailed assessment of achd practice and not merely a desk study of available documentation 
and thinking. 
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generate the authority to let their work be guided by regional priorities and plans. Other 
problems relate to funding and to the high transactions costs involved, oftentimes costs 
that individual country organizations cannot afford. 
New forms of interaction with non-conventional partners. This includes 
opportunities for interactions between the CG centers and a variety of organizations 
within the NARS, not just the NARIs of a country, e.g., with the private sector, NGOs, 
universities; also opportunities for associations with professional associations; it also 
includes encouraging closer links between NARIs and universities, the private sector and 
other members of the NARS community of a country; and it includes getting strong 
NARS in some countries to work with the weaker ones in their regions. 
IARC coordination and cooperation with each other and with NARS 
organizations: Sytemwide and Ecoregional Programs. Over the past few years, the 
centers have started to experiment with different types of systemwide and regionally 
defined partnerships, both with each other with various NARS organizations. Al! 
different variations exist. TAC is in the process of mounting a study of the ecoregionally 
defined programs. In that study, it should look at (a) how multiple CGIAR centers 
coordinate their work with the same organization within a NAM, and (b) the 
transactions costs of such multiple relationships, particularly for smaller and weaker 
organizations. The results of the regional studies for West Africa and Latin America 
should provide useful insights in this regard. We also note here that several centers 
pointed out that they have been working in an “ecoregiona!” mode long before the 
formal ecoregiona! programs were established. 
A3. TAC might work with the NARS Secretariat and other groups to develop 
strategies and guidelines for different forms of collaboration. This would require a 
substantial effort, since a first requirement would be to generate and assess information on 
existing relationships, their costs and benefits, their advantages and disadvantages in different 
contexts (an expansion on Al above). It also would need to include development of criteria 
for choosing different modes of collaboration between NARS and the CGIAR in different 
contexts (for example, in the case of working with and complementing small country NARS). 
Initially, a case study approach may be the only practical way to approach this need. 
B. Suggestions related to CGIAR comparative advantages and choice of CG center 
contributions in various collaborative relationships: 
0 Bl. As mentioned above, in TAC’s on-going assessment of the experience to date 
with the ecoregional (ER) approach, it should pay particular attention to the issues 
associated with the creation and building of CGIAR-NARS relationships in these 
programs. In fact, the System Review recommends that the NARS should be leading such 
ecoregional programs. This is consistent with what a number of SROs are suggesting. What 
are the implications for the CGIAR in making this happen? The concept of the ER approach 
was based partly on the idea that it would help centers and organizations in NARS work more 
fUnctionally and effectively together by each of them addressing common issues with 
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approaches based on their respective comparative advantages (cf. TAC 1991). Again, we 
note that several centers have a wealth of experience in working in an “ecoregiona!” mode 
because they were set up to operate essentially as ecoregional entities. 
B2. It is not clear the extent to which centers and national organizations spend enough time 
right up front (1) defining systematically their respective strengths and their relative 
advantages in contributing to a collaborative relationship and then (2) developing explicit 
agreements on roles in the relationship based on such advantages. Where this void in 
assessment and communication exists, it likely is linked somewhat to the sensitivity of both 
centers and NARS in addressing the “we-they” issue mentioned earlier. The fact of the matter 
is that partners in any relationship (including in a marriage!) have to at some early point 
address such issues head on and come to some agreement on their relative advantages in terms 
of accomplishing the objectives of the partnership. However, this implies common agreement 
on the definitions and criteria that should be used in identifying comparative advantages. 
TAC might explore with the centers and their collaborators in NARS the definitions 
and assessment approaches used and how they could become more systematized and 
formalized in negotiating collaborative agreements. This might help toI reduce 
misinterpretation of intentions on the part of one or more of the collaborators in a program. 
In the final analysis, of course, this remains a matter for design and decision by the individual 
centers and national organizations forging the collaborative relationships. TAC should only 
enter the picture to suggest guidelines and strategies for discussions and reaching agreement 
on rules of collaboration. 
B3. The item above does not address, of course, the question of comparative advantage of 
the CGIAR and its partners or other collaborators relative to that held by other partnerships, 
consortia or individual research organizations doing work in the same fields and areas as the 
CGIAR-NARS collaborators. This consideration has to be part of the input in forging more 
effective n& Qkicierlt CGIAR-NARS relationships. It implies the need to understand better 
the nature of alternative suppliers of the research being considered - the ot:her 96% as they 
ofien.are referred to in the System. TAC might wish to explore the nature of the “other 
96 percent” in this context, again involving the centers directly in the activity, through 
written and verbal input and/or through targeted workshops addressing in #specific ways the 
issues of comparative advantages and collaborative mechanisms across centers. 
C. Suggestions related to reconciling differing CGIAR and NARS priorities in 
collaborative relationships. 
a Cl. TAC might initiate activity to explore both conceptually and empirically the 
relationships between priorities of the centers and those of the different organizations in 
the NARS of host countries in which they work. This is a particularly relevant question in 
cases where CGIAR/center priorities are not necessarily those of the host country’s main 
public NARI (e.g., where the NARI is focused on commercial, export crops and the CGIAR 
center is focused on food crops for the poor). It also is important for countries in which 
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universities, development and environmental NGOs and private agricultural research groups 
are strong elements in the NARS. Development of a concept paper and guidelines in this area 
may be deemed appropriate by TAC, working closely with the centers and representatives of 
the various groups. ISNAR has done some work in this area which needs to be drawn upon. 
c2. To what extent in countries where CGIAR priorities and those of the host 
countries differ should the host countries influence CGIAR priorities? This question of 
national influence on CGIAR priorities is being addressed at the broader System and regional 
levels by the regional fora of NARS and likely will be a prominent issue on the plate of the 
NARS Secretariat in Rome. As has been pointed elsewhere, there are different levels of 
priority setting, from the project through the center and up to the System; and there are 
different ways in which organizations from NARS influence the priorities at the various levels 
of priority setting. Perhaps a TAC activity could be undertaken, with cooperation from 
the NARS Secretariat (and the regional fora) to understand better the modalities 
available for NARS involvement in CGJAR priority setting. 
D. Suggestions related to financing of collaborative relationships and increasing NARS 
funding opportunities. 
0 Dl. TAC might explore the implications of the CGIAR collaborating more 
directly and closely with groups involved in funding research in NARS. This activity 
might also look at the ways in which the NARS themselves could develop more effective 
strategies for mobilizing external and internal country support for agricultural 
research, based on the fixture benefits it can bring to countries. Finally, TAC might explore 
the ways in which the CGIAR might help NARS organizations in developing improved means 
to assess impacts of their research. Perhaps this needs to become a stronger focus in 
collaborative relationships between the System and various NARS organizations, both 
through the collaborative research projects, but also through the System level collaborative 
activities associated with GFAD and the Regional Fora of NARS. In any event, something 
needs to be done to reverse the steady decline in funding for agricultural research in regions 
such as Africa. 
E. Suggestions related to improvements in information flows and knowledge transfer 
through modern communications developments: Taking full advantage of the information 
revolution. 
0 El. TAC has debated for a long time the priority that should be given to working with 
“stronger” vs “weaker” organizations within NARS. Given the fact that it is extremely 
difficult to define strong and weak organizations, much less whole systems such as NARS, the 
focus could more productively turn to identification of the types of activities that can provide 
benefits across NARS, albeit in different ways. For example, the building up of databases and 
information systems of various kinds can benefit al! (including the CGIAR centers). But to 
what extent are such databases appropriate for CGIAR centers? TAC and the System need 
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to explore further the opportunities to aggressively support collaborative relationships 
for improving information flows within NARS, within them, between them, and 
between them and the IARCs and other partners. A variety of mechanisms already are in 
place and many initiatives exist in this area (e.g., cf discussion on ARKIS). The need is to 
consolidate and rationalize the existing activities and fill the most critical gaps. 
Cl E2. TAC might explore the ways in which the CGIAR System Icould contribute to 
the emerging joint FAO-World Bank initiative on ARKIS (Agricultural and Rural 
Knowledge and Information Systems). 
The above issues, questions and options represent the main ones that TAC might address in 
searching for strategies to make CGIAR-NARS relationships more effective in achieving the goals 
of the CGIAR System. Out of them come one main and general recommendation. 
RECOMMENDATION TO TAC: 
The main conclusion derived from this study is that TAC, collaborating with others, should 
undertake further assessment of the NARS-CGIAR collaborative relationship theme, 
including an assessment of current practice. It appears that there are enough issues at stake, 
and enough potential for gain from TAC deliberations to just@ additional activity. As mentioned 
in the foreword, there appears to be genera! agreement on the recommendation among those 
NARS representatives, Centers, and others who commented on the first draft of the study. At the 
same time, many respondents suggested that such an activity should involve 5111 collaboration 
with centers and with representatives from NARS (perhaps through the NARS Secretariat). 
Why TAC involvement? 
The issues surrounding NARS-CGIAR collaborative relationships are of direct and central 
concern to the CGIAR centers and NARS organizations, and most of them have devoted 
considerable thinking and resources to developing relationships appropriate to their missions, 
goals, objectives and priorities. However, the issues also have Systemwide im.p!ications that 
justify TAC’s involvement at the strategic level along side the activity of centers and NARS 
organizations at the more operational, center-specific level. Thus, several justifications for TAC’s 
involvement can be put forth: 
(1) There is a changing environment in which the CGIAR operates and thus has to establish its 
relationships with others; and this new context affects the System as a whole, :not just the centers 
individually. A few examples of the elements in the new contextual environment that need to be 
considered in TAC’s next priorities and strategies exercise for the System include the following: 
0 the strengthening of many national research organizations’ capacities and leadership; 
0 the evolution of regional and subregional organizations of organizations frlom NARS that have 
implications for the whole System and for involvement and coordination of the activities of 
more than one CG center with a given national organizat.ion; 
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[II the establishment of the regional fora of NARS, the NARS Secretariat and the GFAR (of 
which the CGIAR is only one of 13 members of the Steering Committee); these developments 
create a different dynamics that has implications across the CGIAR System; 
0 the evolution of the Ecoregiona! Programs that cut across centers and that potentially involve 
increased leadership within the programs by organizations within NARS; 
U TAC’s role in developing the logframe approach at the System level (this includes explicit 
consideration of purposes related to NARS strengthening and indicators that relate to the 
effectiveness of NARS-CGIAR collaborative relationships). 
(2) There is a certain “political” need to assess, at the ,S”~~em level (i.e., outside the self-interests 
of individual centers and NARS organizations) the collaborative relationships issues that arise in 
the changing environment or context described above. TAC is a logical entity to undertake such a 
broader assessment - of course, in close consultation with the centers and national organizations. 
The theme should have the visibility it deserves; and it needs to gain the widespread involvement 
of all stakeholders in the process. 
Considering the above points, it is recommended that a TAC led study of alternative strategies 
and modalities for CGIAR-NARS collaboration should be undertaken, considering the 
options presented above, plus ones that TAC identifies through its own deliberations. The 
study should be a collaborative one with others, including the CG centers (contributing in terms of 
center specific, operational issues), organizations within NARS, and the NARS Secretariat 
(contributing a NAR SJLS/WU perspective). Although Centers and organizations in NARS are 
more focused on the issues related to their own operational linkages, they also provide critical 
inputs at the strategic level. 
Specific elements of an overall TAC study might include (at a minimum): 
q 
cl 
q 
c! 
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An assessment of selected, existing NARS-CGIAR collaborative relationships (see Al 
through A3 above). This can be done as a collaborative activity to meet the interests and 
planning information needs not only of TAC, but also of the centers, organizations within the 
NARS, the NARS Secretariat. This assessment also should focus on CGIAR relationships 
with groups other than the NARIs of countries (see Cl above). Centers have a great deal of 
information and experience to contribute; and they should be consulted right from the 
beginning in such an activity; 
Identification and assessment of alternative new modalities for collaborative relationships 
by a consultant or team familiar with the variety of collaboration models available and their 
advantages and disadvantages in different contexts; ISNAR logically could become centrally 
involved in this activity; 
A revisiting of the question of CGIAR relative advantages in relation to the “other 96 
percent,” in light of the strong sense that the CGIAR centers should be involved. in IPG 
research and only if they have a relative advantage in carrying out the research involved (see 
B2 and B3 above); and, finally, 
A TAC strategy paper that brings together the results of the first three activities to 
present TAC’s thinking on promising avenues for strengthening relationships in the context 
of the changing global agricultural research management and funding environments, and 
considering the changing nature of the NARS (in terms of interests, priorities, capacities, 
resources and needs). 
The resulting TAC paper hopefully can usher in new thinking on the issues and opportunities; and 
it should be able to further clarify involvement of the CGIAR in helping to strengthen positions of 
developing country organizations with national, bilateral and multilateral financing authorities (see 
Dl above). It also should consider the ways in which the CGIAR System can provide support in 
improving NARS organization in countries; and it should provide TAC’s think:ing on how 
research organizations can gain better access to the benefits of the global information and 
communication revolution. If deemed appropriate at the end of the exercise, TAC might produce 
a set of guidelines and suggested policies for CGTAR-NARS collaborative relationships, keeping 
in mind that these should be proactive and not restrictive in nature. 
. 
14 
INTRODUCTION 
Although TAC has visited the subject of NARS-CGIAR relationships and NARS strengthening in 
various ways over the past five years, it has not prepared a forma! paper on the subject since 
199 1. The paper was: Relationships between CIGAR Centers and national research systems: 
issues and options (AGR/TAC:IAR/9 l/5 Rev. 1). As will become evident in the following 
discussion, a great deal has changed in terms of the thinking with regard to CGIAR-NARS 
relations; and a number of new initiatives in the global agricultural research and extension 
communities have been created that lend support to TAC’s current interest in revisiting the 
subject at this time. 
Most importantly, a number of the recommendations of the recent System Review relate to 
CGIAR-NARS relationships and the role of the CGIAR in NARS capacity strengthening. Also, 
within the framework of the Plan of Action of the Global Forum on Agricultural Research 
(GFAR), the National Agricultural Research Systems Steering Committee Secretariat (NARS 
Secretariat) has been established and is housed at FAO in close proximity to the TAC Secretariat. 
The main purpose of this Secretariat is to strengthen the Regional and Subregional Fora of NARS 
and to promote partnerships among national systems and other stakeholders in GFAR, including 
tile CGIAR System. There are good opportunities for collaboration and they need to be explored. 
TAC needs to develop a positive and constructive sense of community and relationship with the 
NARS Secretariat and with the various other entities. Further, TAC needs to develop a 
perspective on, or response to the recommendations on NARS relationships found in the System 
Review report. This requires developing an updated TAC perspective on the strategic issues 
surrounding CGIAR relationsllips with NARS and their component organizations. This paper 
provides background and a framework for development of such a TAC perspective. 
Terms such as NARS, NAES, NARIs, ARIs and NGOs and private sector are used in different 
ways by different people in the System. We want to make sure in the discussion that follows that 
the definition of NARS as used here is quite clear, so that people do not read into the discussion 
something that is implied by their particular definitions and perceptions, but not meant in the 
strategic context being discussed. 
Definitions and Concepts. NARS are here defined in the broadest sense to include national 
agricultural research institutes (NARTs), universities, non-governmental organizations (NGOs), 
the private sector, extension agencies attached to research groups, farmer cooperatives and other 
configurations of farmers involved in the consultative and research processes, While this broad 
definition is legitimate in theory, in practice, there are very few such actual “systems” that exist 
and work together in practice. One of the tasks for the CGIAR and for the NARS Secretariat and 
others is to develop stronger communication and collaboration among the broad array of actors 
that make up the NARS. Comments on the initial draft of the paper emphasized the above point: 
There is no standard NARS configuration; and most of them do not function as cohesive systems. 
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NARS is used by many people to refer only to systems in developing countries. Similarly, ARIs 
are generally referred to as being advanced research institutions in developed countries. 
However, for others, particularly outside the CGIAR System, the terms are used to refer to 
agricultural research systems and advanced research institutions in any county. If one accepts the 
argument below for eliminating the “we-they” mentality in relationships between organizations in 
developing countries and in developed countries, then it is important that we use the term to refer 
to a!! countries, not just the so-to-speak “client” NARS of the CGIAR System. in developing 
countries. 
The paper views organizations in NARS as the primary recipients and users of CGIAR outputs 
(some find the term client to have negative connotations, and thus we do not use it often in this 
discussion). NARS also are, and need to become even more so in the future, the primary partners 
in the work of the CGIAR centers. Little of the CGIAR’s work would reach its ultimate trrrget 
groups - the rural and urban poor - without good working relations and partnering with NARS. 
Objectives and Terms of Reference. The TORs for this study call for: 
A review of Ihe collaborative rclaiiottships betcveett Ihe CGIAR Centers and NARS 
inclrtdirtg cortsidesafiott of: 
> Ihe role of CGIAR itt sftwtgfhettittg NARS; 
> the role of fhc CGIAR itt dealittg wilh exlemion/d/&ion issues; 
> fhe balance bctweet~ ittjkma~iott genera fion attd information disseminarion. 
The TORs were derived from a TAC discussion of priority strategic issues that it should be 
addressing over the next few years. The present desk study is intended to provide background 
for TAC’s debate on if and how it wants to proceed with the theme of collaborative relationships 
with NARS and how it wants to integrate this theme with the broader one of partnerships, which 
TAC also currently is exploring with the CGIAR Secretariat. 
Note, however, that the consultant has interpreted “the role of CGIAR in strengthening NARS” 
to include both the strengthening of systems (i.e., linkages between organizations in a NARS) and 
the organizations themselves. 
The paper thus has as its objectives to ident@ and assess (1) the major strategic issues associated 
with CGIAR-NARS relationships; (2) the advantages of alternative collaborative arrangements in 
different contexts; and (3) the opportunities, if any for improving both the efficiency and 
effectiveness of linkages between the CGIAR and organizations in the NARS.. 
Some reviewers of the earlier draft suggested that the paper was too “CG centric” and focused 
too much on the CGIAR. The paper indeed is focused on the CGIAR and its role in collaborative 
relationships with organizations in NARS of various kinds and on what the CGIAR can do to 
foster effective and efficient relationships. Three points need to be made in this context: (1) 
Organizations in NARS are indeed part of the CGIAR, and thus their perspectives are covered in 
that sense; (2) it would be presumptuous at this stage (before TAC obtains widespread input 
from NAM) to su ggest the perspectives of the NARS on such relationships, other than as already 
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expressed in the available written documentation; and the latter is taken into account throughout 
the paper. It is the role of the NARS Secretariat and other groups to provide a “NARS-centric” 
perspective; and (3) the consultant is convinced, along with many others, that there is no uniform 
“NARS perspective” on the issues, both because the groups that fit within the broad NARS 
definition can vary widely in any given country, and because different countries are at highly 
varying stages in the development of their NARS. 
It is stressed that this paper is the result of a desk study that includes analysis of (hopefUlly) the 
most relevant historical and current documentation available on the subject. A clear message that 
comes out of the documentation is that variousforms of parblership wifh organizations and 
irtdividttals in NARS, broadly defttted, are essenlial and at ihe heart of the CGIAR ‘s work to 
reach Ihe poor itt devclopittg courtlsies. In fact, one finds few projects in the System’s 350 or so 
that do not involve collaborative relations with NARS. The implication in terms of TAC’s task is 
that the Centers already have a great deal of experience in developing collaborative relationships 
and that they thus need to be widely consulted in the process of moving forward with TAC’s 
deliberations 
The discussion that follows gives recognition to the fact that the goals of the CGIAR related to 
poverty eradication, food security and environmental enhancement and sustainability can be met 
much more effectively if the Centers explicitly recognize the role of the extension organizationsS in 
the target countries. (For example, consider the key role of strong extension activity in the spread 
of Green Revolution technologies in India, and the key role of NGO extension arms in diffusion 
and adoption of a variety of CGIAR outputs). 
Ultimately, relationships with organizations in NARS and the systems as a whole only are 
successful from the CGIAR perspective if/hey make a cottlribufion towatds meeting fhe goals of 
the Syslem. (A similar argument can be made for success in terms of the perspectives of 
organizations in the NARS). In the context of the goals of the CGIAR, research produced by 
centers, either alone or with partner national research institutions cannot be considered successful 
until it gets off tile shelf and moves actively towards meeting the goals of the System and the 
countries involved. Thus, both research and extension organizations are relevant to this 
discussion. An integrated system of research, education and extension often will be the most 
effective one in terms of achieving the goals held by the CGIAR System. Examples of such 
systems include the Dutch, Swedish and U.S. Land Grant Systems. The integrated systems 
approach is becoming more accepted in the CGIAR System as it moves to make the term 
“NARS” more inclusive. 
’ Note here that the term “extensioll”Sroui,s is used in the broadest sense to include any type of group that is involved 
in disseminating and helping in the adoption of technologies (soft and hard) developed through the work of the 
CGIAR ancl its research prtners. This includes particularly state extension agencies, NGOs and farmer 
organizations. It also includes policy making and implementing institutions that extend ant1 implement results from 
CGIAR related policy research. 
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DEFINING THE ALTERNATIVE 
COLLABORATIVE MODALITIES USED BY THE CGIAR SYSTEM 
In clarifj4ng the context of partnering and other forms of collaboration betwee:n the CGIAR and 
LDC NARS, it is useful to go back to a basic statement in the “CGIAR Priorities and Future 
Strategies” endorsed by the Group in 1987: 
. 
As national systems irxreasirgly nsszme the Iead role in the generating of technology, 
the CG System ‘s role with respect to them is evolviq towarak that of a servicejrnction. 
This evolviq role is it, lim wifl? the basic concept of the System, and is consistent with its 
goal. (~36) 
This message still is relevant today, as confirmed by the 1991 and 1996 P&S documents, by the 
1998 System Review, and in the recently adopted CGIAR Logframe. Yet, in Imoving towards 
organizations in the LDC NARS taking increasing responsibility for leadership and the centers 
acting more in a “service” role, it clearly should be kept in mind that ultimately the success of the 
CGIAR System in the future will depend on: (1) the relevance and quality of its scientific 
achievements, and (2) how effective the System and its partners are in having these 
accomplishments serve the less developed country (LDC) NARS and ultimately the poor of those 
countries. Partnerships and other forms of collaborative relationship are key mechanisms that 
help both in production and in dissemination to reach these ends. But collaborative relationships 
are not ends in themselves; and the focus should be on the quality of the relationships, not on the 
quantity of them. The rrrrrnher of collaborative activities in which a center engages should never 
become a measure of success in and of itself. The costs of such relationships should be given 
equal consideration to the benefits; and here we are referring to costs both for the centers and for 
the NARS. 
Types of Collaborative Relationship Between the CGIAR Centers and NARS 
Many types of collaborative relationships (at the center, program, or i?Tdividual scientist Ievels) 
exist between CGIAR centers and NARS. They include: 
0 research partnerships, consortia and networks of various kinds, involving participatory 
approaches; scientist exchanges, etc. 
Cl information networks 
q “catalytic assistance” (TAC’s term for the brokering role of centers in getting NARS involved 
in SROs, networks and other alliances with other NARS) 
q training courses 
0 professional development support, e.g., through professional associations 
0 capacity strengthening through comprehensive support in strengthening research organizations 
0 mentoring of young scientists (including through secondments, etc.) 
Cl graduate student research support, fellowships, etc. 
q outsourcing of some activities to NARS 
0 service functions for NARS (e.g., facilitating or organizing international meetings, 
workshops, germplasm clean up, characterization, etc.) 
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•i collaborating with NARS in dissemination and extension activities, support in NARS priority 
setting, etc. 
Their appropriateness depends on the objectives being pursued by the centers and by the NAM 
involved, as indicated in the example in figure 1, which considers two objectives that are 
fundamental to the CGIAR (see recent Logframe paper) and arranges the above linkage 
modalities by the objectives. The two extremes are the objectives of getting productive and useful 
research done and helping to build up capacity of LDC NARS. 
It is emphasized that: 
0 such collaborative relationships essentially could be formed with any one or several of the 
actors within the NARS of a country. Traditionally, the CGIAR has focused on relationships 
with the NARIs of a country, although there have been many linkages formed with universities 
and others within the NARS. 
0 most CGIAR projects involve more than one kind of collaboration with NARS. 
Putting aside the option of collaborating purely for political purposes, the reason why a center, 
program or scientist in the NARS or the CGIAR System decides to partner with others is 
the belief that such arrangements can help it achieve its objectives more effectively and/or 
effkiently. Thus, collaborative relationships are entered into when there are: 
(a) mutual or complementary interests among the potential collaborators; and 
(a) complementary resources, skills, and facilities among the potential collaborators. 
Complementary Interests. The complementary interests can range across the board 
(and note we use the term conp/mc~&rry and not simikar). For example, in an 
outsourcing relationship, the CGIAR center has an interest in paying to get something 
done in the most efficient way possible, the other collaborating entity has a complementary 
interest in being paid to do it and can do it for lower cost. On the other hand, in a full 
partnering with a NARS in a research project, it may be that the center and NARS have 
the same research problem interests and each, in turn, is interested in making use of the 
other’s particular skills, facilities, or other resources in accomplishing its research 
objectives. Partnering is one logical way to achieve this aim more effectively and/or 
efficiently. In other cases, the center has an objective to help weaker NARS strengthen 
themselves, including through upgrading of skills. The national institutions involved also 
have an interest in upgrading their research staffs, e.g., in particular research skills and 
approaches. Thus, the mutual interest exists that leads to establishment of collaborative 
training arrangements. The variations on these complementarities in interests are many. 
Complementary Resources. There also is a range of complementarities that are 
important when considering the resources of collaborating institutions, for example, 
related to their particular (1) mix of skills and financial resources available, (2) access to 
research sites or facilities, and (3) knowledge of local and broader national or global 
contexts, conditions, and other research results. Taking advantage of complementarities 
in resources is one objective of collaborative arrangements. 
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A key point to note here is that collaborative relationships between Centers and NARS are 
established, from the CGIAR perspective, in the context of the Systems 350 projects. Most of 
these projects contnirr mrrltipke objectives arId irwolve multiple relcrtionships with NARS. Thus, 
one should expect that most projects have an element of information networking; that most 
involve some training; and that a majority involve various forms of catalytic assistance and 
mentoring ofjunior scientists. Combinations of collaborative mechanisms is the rule rather 
than the exception in CGIAR projects. 
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Figure 1. Types of Collaborative Relationships in Relation to Objectives Pursued 
OBJECTIVES ASSOCIATED WITH COLLABORATIVE 
CENTER ACTIVITIES RELATIONSHTPS TO FIT 
OBJECTIVES 
Pure research objective - getting the 
centers research done in the most cost- 
effective way 
> Outsourcing to NARS organizations 
and individuals 
> Visiting senior scientists 
(secondments) and exchange of scientists 
- 
> Research partnerships and networks of 
various kinds 
> Mentoring young scientists 
NARS Capacity strengthening objective 
combined with center research objective > Graduate study support in connection 
with center research projects; fellowships 
> Information networks 
> Non-training related capacity 
strengthening (various NARS 
strengthening activities). 
> Catalytic assistance (getting SROs 
etc., organized;) 
> service functions (visas, organizing 
meetings, germplasm testing, cleanup, 
etc.) for NARS 
. 
Pure NARS strengthening objective > training activities 
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While the fylcs of relationship entered into are quite well known and documented, 
the extent, cosfs crrrd ber@ts of CGIAR activity in the various types is not so well 
known, or at least not documented in a readily available fashion. Thus, TAC and 
the System need better information on management models used, types of NARS 
involved, staff time and financial resources allocated to the various types of 
relationship, magnitude of activity in different centers, and benefits and impacts. 
How can centers and the System best match types of linkage or interaction with the 
broader conditions (needs, interests, abilities and capacities) of the NARS and the 
countries in which they work? Which types of partnership are most elective in 
which context? What are the benefits ns well as the costs involved in each type of 
relationship? We come back to this important need for information in the final 
section of the paper. 
NARS AND CGIAR PERCEPTIONS 
OF BENEFITS AND COSTS OF COLLABORATION 
CGIAR-NARS relationships often involve different arrays ofperceil& benefits 
and costs among IARCs, among NARS and between them. The perceptions of 
both NARS and IARCs need to be taken into account in framing and a.nalyzing the 
strategic questions for TAC to consider. 
While the differences are in some cases quite distinct, there also are a lot of 
perceptions that are held in common; and the current interest in the broad topic of 
collaborative relationships is driven to a great extent by the common perceptions 
concerning the benefits and costs that each partner derives or bears fro;m the 
various relationships that exist, and the contributions that each brings to the 
relationship. Based on the review of documentation and discussions with a wide 
variety of people, the common perceptions appear to be as follows: 
In terms of benefits gained, there is a widespread perception that the NARS gain 
significantly from: 
q 
0 
0 
q 
0 
0 
22 
various types of training and capacity strengthening activities, 
access to improved methodologies; 
improved access or initial access to germplasm; 
being able to use the results of CGIAR work, and particularly those results that 
derive from CGIAR research that is coordinated with their own work and is in 
line with their objectives and priorities, and 
the contacts established through collaboration and partnering with the CGIAR 
centers, e.g., through regional and subregional groupings that result; from 
CGIAR-NARS initiatives, 
relationships that may lead to greater support and funding for national 
programs 
. 
supervision of graduate students and provision of external examiners in local 
graduate programs 
enhancement of professional organizations; 
On the other hand, the perception is that the Centers and the System benefit 
from: 
improved access to one of their main target groups, poor farmers (“NARS 
know what is in the farmers’ best interest”); 
access to experimental and testing sites; 
insights provided on local conditions and technologies from indigenous 
knowledge that may be transferred more easily through the NARS; 
local research that complements the more strategic, IPG types of research 
undertaken by the Centers; and 
insights on local priorities for CGL4R work in different parts of the world; 
insights in setting CGIAR priorities in a changing world. 
helping to set relevant research agendas. 
On the cost side of the picture, there is a widespread perception that NARS incur 
costs associated with: 
0 significant transactions costs in terms of resources diverted to IARCs as part of 
partnership requirements that they sometimes find difficult to bear and comply 
with; 
0 in certain cases, reduction in morale having to work along side researchers and 
others that are paid many times what they are paid and that have other forms of 
incentives in place; 
0 in some cases reduced local funding because higher authorities (finance 
ministries, etc.) think that the centers and other donors will step in and fund 
when partnerships with CG centers are involved; 
Cl sometimes competition from IARCs for scarce resources; 
Centers also are acknowledged to bear various perceived costs including: 
q high opportunity costs, in some cases, due to diversion of Center researchers’ 
time and energy away from more IPG related research to more local and 
specific research and diffusion tasks that are required within the context of the 
relationships entered into; 
0 higher risk when inadequate mechanisms exist to ensure accountability to the 
System and donors for joint activities funded through centers; 
0 conflicts between CGTAR goals and priorities and those of local NARS, which 
may create awkward relationships and possible conflicts among partners as 
well as discontent on the part of the donors; 
23 
As mentioned above, and as would be expected, within both the Centers a:nd the 
NARS there are some widely differing perceptions of benefits and costs. The actual 
operational realities of the type of relationship or collaborative mechanisms developed 
will determine the actual extent and incidence of costs and benefits; and thus also 
influence heavily the nature of the opportunities to increase effectiveness and efficiency 
of such relationships. Thus, generalities are difficult to formulate. A collaborative 
modality that works in one situation may be a failure in another. 
The strategic questions for TAC and the System relate to the extent to which the above 
perceptions bear out in practice and how they influence the formation and operation of the 
various types of relationships that exist in practice. These are questions that only can be 
answered with considerable empirical, comparative analysis of actual relationships. 
DEALING WITH A CONTINUUM 
OF NARS AND RELATIONSHIPS 
The TAC P&S documents, from the current one back to the 1987 document, stress in 
various places that the CGIAR centers are dealing with a continuum of NARS and a 
continuum of relationships. This continua also are stressed in various of the documents 
coming out of the GFAR and the regional fora. A point to make here is that the main 
dimension of these continua are not the degree of “development” of the country, i.e., 
whether the country falls in the official UN “north/developed” category or in the 
“south/less developed” category. Rather, a national research institution (or system) can 
be placed on a given continuum based on the characteristics of the institution itself, 
regardless of the county in which it is found. Thus, for example, some NAM in less 
developed countries are larger, stronger and better financed than some of their 
counterparts in developed countries and have budgets that exceed that of the entire 
CGIAR System (e.g., in Brazil, India, China). In Africa, strong institutions are found in 
such diverse countries as Egypt, Kenya and South Africa. 
While most CGIAR documentation recognizes the continuum of NARS capacities, needs, 
interests and relationships across countries, it still remains that in many quarters a strong 
“we and they” mentality exists concerning LDC NARS on the one hand and the centers 
and advanced institutions in developed countries on the other hand. 
There is an urgent need to get away from the “we-they” categorization and recognize 
that we are dealing with a continuum of partners/clients and with a continuum of 
appropriate relationships, from full partnerships in a research program to casual 
association through information networks. There are no “second class citizens” in this 
system, only second class relationships due to a lack of recognition of, and adaptation to 
the differences in needs, abilities, capacities and interests among specific potential or 
actual partners in a relationship. 
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A basic question for the TAC debate is as follows: How can the CGIAR recognize and 
deal more explicitly with the continuum of NARS and the continuum of 
relationships in such a way that the “we-they” mentality disappears and the 
effectiveness and efficiency of relationships becomes the focus? 
It is evident that we actually are dealing with at least three continua in looking at CGIAR- 
NARS relationships and linkage. Thus, we have: 
0 A continuum of institutional capabilities, from ones in NARS that are as 
advanced and diverse in their activities as most of the so-called “advanced research 
institutions” (ARIs) in developed countries, to those that barely exist or rely almost 
entirely on outside resources to function; 
0 A continuum of comparative or relative advantage situations from ones where 
the abilities and contributions of the IARC in terms of IPG outputs clearly are 
unique, to those where IARC activity is more costly and/or less effective than the 
same activity carried out by NARS; 
0 A continuum of rehltionships between NARS and IARCs, from full scale 
integrated working partnerships to casual linkages through information networks 
and other similar modalities; 
The three interrelated continua have counterparts in terms of strategic questions that have 
been before TAC and the System for some time. Thus, in the case of the first continuum - 
levels of institutional capability - the strategic question that TAC and the centers have 
considered is: 
What should be the balance between CGIAR work with the “weak” and 
work with the “strong” NARS? 
With regard to the continuum of comparative advantages held by the IARCs in different 
situations, the strategic question is : 
What types of activities should the CGIAR centers undertake in specific 
contexts relative to those activities that should be undertaken by the NARS 
with which the centers are working (what are its “comparative advantages”)? 
How cm the System better take into account the relative or comparative 
advantages of the “other 96 ‘%” that are working on agricultural research? 
With regard to the continuum of types of relationship, the strategic question for TAC to 
address is: 
What types of relationships with NARS are most effective under what 
conditions and for different types of activities? 
25 
We look at each of these strategic questions later, together with several others, after 
looking briefly at the existing state of knowledge concerning CGIAR-NARS relationships. 
ASSESSING CGIAR-NARS RELATIONSHIPS: 
HISTORICAL CONTEXT 
A great deal of activity related to NARS-IARC relations has been on-going for a long time 
in the CGIAR System. Such past CGIAR activity includes work with regional and sub 
regional consortia, periodic meetings with NARS heads (including meetings with TAC), 
linkages between CG and NARS scientists and programs, both on formal and on informal 
bases, and various types interaction through professional associations, joint authorship of 
proposals and papers, and so forth. 
As mentioned in the introduction, the last time that TAC formally visited this subject 
(other than tangentially through the 1995 stripe review on “the future role of the CGIAR 
in development of national agricultural research systems: a strategic study of institution 
strengthening research and services”) was in its 199 I paper, Rdcrtiomhips between 
CIGAR Cmters n?rLI’ rmtioml resmrch sy.stems: issues LX& options (AGR/TAC:IAR.l9 l/5 
Rev. 1). At that time, TAC distinguished between two ways in which international 
organizations can contribute to strengthening national research systems. One, defined as 
“catalytic assistance”, depends on strengthening relationships among institutions and 
thereby contributing to institution-building. (This was related to the rapid growth of the 
regional and subregional groupings of NARS) The other, defined as “research 
assistance”, involves direct assistance in the form of expertise and funding. The paper 
regarded the former as a natural function of the CGIAR Centers and the latter as being 
more controversial. 
The 1991 paper suggested three options for administering research assistance in 
association with Center activities: 
by the Centers in a strictly limited manner; 
by the Centers through separately funded research assistance units; and 
by closer collaboration with development agencies or regional organizations. 
The paper looked at the possibilities for involving national research systems in 
international research to a greater extent than existed then, and analyzed the implications 
of undertaking a greater proportion of research funded by the CGIAR on a. cooperative or 
contractual basis. No firm conclusions were reached on the subject other than a request 
for the Group to give TAC guidance on where it wished to go on the subject. 
Finally, TAC discussed the role of centers with ecoregional mandates in helping to 
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orchestrate CGIAR activities and, in this connection, it raised the issue of ISNAR’s future 
role within the System. It reached no conclusion on the latter subject, given that at the 
time ISNAR was revising its strategy and undergoing an EPMR. 
The paper sought Group action on a number of issues related to the theme of CGIAR- 
NARS relations, and particularly on the role of the CGIAR in what then was termed 
“research assistance.” (To the best of my knowledge, the Group did not provide that 
guidance, and the subject slid into the “still to be dealt with” category). 
CGIAR-NARS Relationships Since the 1991 TAC Study. 
Since 199 1, and particularly as part of the recent CGIAR renewal process, there has been 
intensified interest and activity related to NARS and their roles in CGIAR priority setting 
and in partnerships, both wit11 CGIAR centers and with each other, e.g., through the 
establishment of various regional and sub regional organizations (SROs). All this activity 
eventually led to the regional fora of NARS and establishment of the NARS Secretariat in 
Rome. 
These fora and the new thinking on the subject view LDC NARS as till partners in 
research and extension rather than merely suppliers of data (and this role extends into the 
priority setting for CGIAR research); as teachers as we!! as learners in the development of 
improved agricultural, fisheries and forestry policies, technologies and production systems; 
and as organizers, leaders and managers of regional and sub regional consortia and 
activities, as well as participants in them. The new thinking is confirmed in the 1998 
System Review. 
Despite the importance of the partnerships and linkages between IARCs and NAM in 
reaching the CGIAR’s target populations the poor in less developed countries, and 
notwithstanding the large amount of writing on the subject, relatively little systematic, 
quantitative ir fomatiotr exists about these iirikages, their costs, their benefits and about 
the impacts of the CGIAR ‘s work with NARS. We have a number of case studies to draw 
on, but they only provide anecdotal information. Similarly, we know relatively little, 
except in theory, about the alternative mechanisms or modalities for improving the linkages 
in the most effective and efficient ways to address the ultimate CGIAR goals. Our global 
understanding of the relative strengthsof various NARS is spotty and also anecdotal, based 
mainly on case studies, such as those done by ISNAR. 
While ISNAR is doing research and assessment in this area, the expenditure by the Group 
on this type of assessment and evaluation work is minuscule and inadequate in relation to 
the total amount of resources in the System devoted to partnering and capacity 
strengthening activities. (Formally identified capacity strengthening related activities 
account for about a fifth of the System’s resources. The total amount is much greater, 
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when one adds in the informal training that takes place on a one to one bas;is). While some 
studies of adoption of key CGIAR research exist (e.g., the IAEG sponsored 1998 studies), 
they do not have much to say about the role of d@ereni forms of institutional linkages 
between the CGIAR and NARS in relation to how successful adoption and ultimate impact 
have been. The Nickel’s study (TAC 1995) also calls for more effort by thie System to 
understand better the issues associated with NARS strengthening and the role of the 
CGIAR. 
Regional Fora and the Global Forum 
At the present time, the main mechanism that has been organized and endorsed by the 
NARS with support from the Group are the Regional Fora of NARS within the broader 
umbrella of the Global Forum on Agricultural Research (GFAR). It should be noted here 
that IFAD and FAO played critical brokering and organizing roles in this whole process 
leading up to the regional fora. An important two day meeting of NARS Iorganized by 
IFAD and supported by the CGIAR System and particularly ISNAR was h.eld in Rome in 
1995. Many of the ideas for the so called Action Plan of NARS arose out: of that meeting 
(see IFAD 199%). 
The regional fora have come into existence as an integral part of the Outline Action Plan, 
proposed by NARS at their 1994 meeting in Rome to strengthen the NARS-CGIAR 
relationship in the area of priority setting and beyond. NARS involvement at the center 
level is fundamental for centers’ work and achievements. However, the 1994 meeting 
made it clear that involvement of NARS at higher CGIAR level is now considered to be a 
prerequisite in ensuring that the partnership concept permeates NARSKGIAR 
relationships at all levels. The 1994 meeting was followed by the Lucerne Declaration in 
February of 1995 which endorsed a broader partnership with developing countries and 
their NARS and encouraged a transition to an “equal-partners” approach. The 
NARYCGIAR Partnership Initiative, which was set up at the MTM95 in Nairobi, 
produced the Outline Action Plan which was endorsed at ICW95 by NARS and the 
CGIAR. 
The umbrella group at the global level that works with the regional groupings of NARS is 
the Global Forum on Agricultural Research (GFAR). GFAR was establish.ed on October 
3 1, 1996, by a group of representatives of the developing-country national agricultural 
research systems @JARS), advanced research institutions (ARIs), regional and subregional 
organizations, universities, non-governmental organizations (NGOs), farmlers’ 
organizations, the private sector, international agricultural research centers; (IARCs) and 
the donor community. 
Following is a brief description of GFAR and the NARS Secretariat, the main group with 
which TAC and the CG System need to interact in approaching the theme of CGIAR- 
NARS relations (based on NARS Secretariat, forthcoming). GFAR’s three main 
objectives are basically the same as the CG’s: reducing poverty, achieving food security, 
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and ensuring the conservation and effective management of biodiversity and natural 
resources. At the heart of GFAR are three fimdamental beliefs. First, a science-based 
vision of the future and appreciation of the role that knowledge plays in contemporary 
societies. Secondly, knowledge generation and utilization is increasingly based on 
transnational research systems and networks. Thirdly, there is a risk that inequities will 
emerge between and within countries based on their capacity to access and use improved 
technologies. 
8 Missiou and Goals. GFAR’s mission is “to mobilize the various stakeholders that 
constitute the global agricultural research community in their efforts to alleviate 
poverty, increase food security, and promote the sustainable use of natural resources. 
cb Its goals are five: 
> facilitate the exchange of information and knowledge 
> foster cost-effective, collaborative partnerships among the stakeholders of agricultural 
research and sustainable development 
> promote the integration of NARS and enhance their capacity to generate and transfer 
technology that responds to users’ needs 
> facilitate the participation of all stakeholders in formulating a truly global framework 
for development-oriented agricultural research 
> enhance awareness among policymakers and donors of the need to secure long-term 
commitment and investment in agricultural research 
GFAR is organized in three components: the GFAR steering committee, the NARS 
steering committee, and the GFAR support group. The GFAR steering committee (GF- 
SC), supported by a secretariat in Washington, D.C., hosted by the World Bank’s ESDAR 
Group (Environmentally Sustainable Development Agricultural Research and Extension), 
consults with all GFAR’s stakeholders and monitors the translation of the forum’s action 
plan into a detailed program of activities. The NARS steering committee (NARS-SC), 
supported by a secretariat hosted by FAO (the Food and Agriculture Organization of the 
United Nations) in Rome, works to strengthen the collective voice of developing-country 
NARS in setting and implementing a global agricultural research agenda. Technical 
support to the NARS secretariat is provided by the International Service for National 
Agricultural Research (ISNAR). Finally, the GFAR support group, under the leadership 
of IFAD (the International Fund for Agricultural Development), mobilizes the 
international community in support of the GFAR initiative. 
The GFAR plenary meeting is convened once every three years. The two steering 
committees and the support group meet twice each year, in conjunction with the meetings 
of the Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research (CGIAR). 
GFAR’s two secretariats facilitate the day-to-day operations of the forum. They act as 
implementing bodies for the GFAR core activities, and they play a catalytic and 
promotional role for projects executed within the GFAR framework. The secretariats act 
as brokers, encouraging and facilitating research and institutional partnerships, as well as 
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strategic alliances. They facilitate an ongoing policy dialogue on issues of global 
importance, promoting the participation of a broad array of agricultural research 
stakeholders. Finally, the secretariats play an advocacy role, promoting greater support for 
NARS, their integration, and their effective participation the formation of a global 
agricultural research system and priority setting within that system. 
The NARS Steering Committee 
The NARS steering committee @JARS-SC) is a subcommittee of the GFAR steering 
committee, which has 13 members, including the CGIAR as one (see Figure 1). It is 
composed of the chairpersons of the five NARS regional fora on agricultural research, i.e., 
Asia and the Pacific, Central Asia and the Caucasus, Latin America and the Caribbean, 
sub-Saharan Africa, and west Asia and north Africa (see Figure 2). 
The NARS Secretariat. The NARS secretariat provides support to the NARS-SC and its 
constituencies, the NARS and their regional fora and sub-regional groupings. Its mission is 
to strengthen the collective voice of the NARS community in setting and irnplementing a 
global agricultural research agenda responsive to the three objectives of poverty 
alleviation, food security, and sustainable use of natural resources. 
Specific Goals. The goals of the Steering Committee and Secretariat are to: 
0 enhance, through subregional and regional fora, the capacity of NARS to generate 
and transfer, in a participatory mode, appropriate technology that responds to users’ 
needs; 
•! improve priority setting to better reflect NARS’ views on the global research agenda 
0 strengthen partnerships among NARS and between NARS and others s#takeholders 
Functions of the Secretariat. The NARS secretariat assists the regional fora and 
subregional groupings in six areas: 
0 
0 
0 
cl 
0 
q 
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supporting them in institutionalizing the broad concept of “NARS,” a pastern approach 
for agricultural research at the national level 
facilitate interregional and subregional linkages and information exchange that 
contributes to strengthening NARS’ capacities to achieve their objectives 
facilitating deliberations and consultations to form a common position on issues of 
global, regional, and subregional interest, in the context of the global agricultural 
research agenda 
working together in priority setting and in developing research agendas at the national 
and subregional levels 
establishing mechanisms for systematic consultation among NARS on their major role 
in setting the CGIAR research agenda and in providing effective input to the emerging 
global agricultural research system. 
formulating and implementing NARS-NARS collaborative research initiatives and 
interfacing with other partners, such as international agricultural research centers, 
advanced research institutes, universities, and the private sector, drawing on the 
comparative advantages of each. 
Vis cj ~i.s the international community, the NARS secretariat has three additional tinctions: 
EZI liaise with the GF-SC secretariat to enhance synergy and improve NARS’ access and 
contribution to the Electronic Global Forum on Agricultural Research (EGFAR) as 
well as with other secretariats of the CGIAR or the Global Forum; 
%!I support the NARS-SC and the GF-SC in mobilizing resources, through the GFAR 
support group; 
q undertake or coordinate studies or activities that the NARS steering committee 
considers appropriate in promoting the development of GFAR. 
Four NARS regional fora (and sub-regional fora) held inaugural meetings in 1995-96 
which were attended by TAC Members. The outcome of the meetings was reported to the 
Jakarta MTM in May 1996, at the Preparatory Meeting for the Global Forum. This led to 
the draft agenda for the Global Forum scheduled for ICW96. The representatives of the 
regional fora met again in August 1996 to prepare an action plan for consideration at the 
Global Forum. The Plan called for a farmer-centered research agenda, a strategy which 
TAC endorsed for national programs. Subsequently, a Global Forum was organized at 
ICW96. 
Concurrently, TAC took action on four fronts. First, in March 1995, TAC commissioned a 
strategic study on “The Future Role of the CGIAR in the Development of National 
Agricultural Research Systems: Institution Strengthening Research and Services”, which 
was discussed by the Committee at its 68th meeting. Secondly, TAC submitted a 
discussion note at ICW95 on “NARS as a Factor in Priority Setting”. Thirdly, through a 
short paper, questionnaires and discussions that took place at the regional fora, TAC 
sought the opinion of participants regarding future CGIAR commodity and activity 
priorities. 
Finally, TAC presented its preliminary recommendations on CGIAR priorities and 
strategies to the Group at MTM96, and participated in, and took note of, the outcome of 
the Preparatory Meeting for the Global Forum and the Global Forum itself 
The TAC sponsored study on institution strengthening acknowledges that NARS 
components related to centers’ mandates have become stronger, and sees the emergence 
of regional groupings of NARS as a positive development that can facilitate the further 
strengthening of centers’ efforts. Against this background, TAG’? discussion note to 
ICW95 highlighted the issue of division of labour vis-h-vis the envisaged role of NARS as 
alternative sources of supply for research. TAC concluded that there is a need to 
strengthen NARS capabilities in policy and NRM research, both in terms of trained 
scientists and institutional capacities. However, given the current support available from 
other sources for NARS, TAC considered that the CGIAR should continue to assist 
NARS principally through collaborative research and by providing research management 
support and access to its products.. 
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The Regional Fora of NARS have grown at various rates, with some being more active 
than others. Some of the issues identified with regard to these fora relate to the lack of 
consideration of forestry and fisheries in most of them and the high transactions costs 
involved in yet another set of meetings. Most recently (August 1998) the NARS Steering 
Committee Secretariat for the Global Forum on Agricultural Research has been established 
with venue in FAO. 
All of these developments are directly relevant to a lesser or greater extent to the theme of 
this paper. 
ASSESSMENT OF QUESTIONS AND OPTIONS 
THAT TAC MIGHT ADDRESS 
TAC has chosen the subject of CGIAR-NARS collaborative relationships as one of the 
priority strategic issues for it to address over the next year or so. There is widespread 
feeling expressed in existing documentation that the CGIAR centers and organizations in 
NARS have not done a bad job over the years in developing productive and effective 
collaborative relationships that reflected the conditions and ideas on partnership that 
existed at the time they were formed. Thus, the paper proceeds on the premise that 
TAC has picked this issue not because it sees R failure of past relation.ships, but 
rather because its members believe that such relationships can be strengthened to fit 
more closely with changing conditions, knowledge, understanding anld capacities. 
This is an important assumption, since what follows is based on it and not on the opposite 
assumption that there have been failures that need correction. 
Why TAC involvement? 
The issues surrounding NARS-CGIAR collaborative relationships are of direct concern to 
the centers who forge such relationships. However, the issues also have systemwide 
implications that justi@ TAC’s involvement at the strategic level along side the centers’ 
activity at the more operational, center-specific level. 
First, there is a changing environment in which the CGIAR operates and thus has to 
establish its relationships; and this new context affects the System as a whole, not just the 
centers individually. A few examples of the elements in the new environment that need to 
be considered in the next priorities and strategies exercise for the System include the 
following: 
Cl the general strengthening of NARS capacities and leadership abilities, 
0 the evolution of regional and subregional organizations of NARS that Ihave 
implications Systemwide for involvement and coordination of the activities of more 
than one center, 
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0 the establishment of the regional fora of NARS, the NARS Secretariat and the GFAR 
(of which the CGIAR is only one of 13 members of the Steering Committee), 
0 the evolution of the Ecoregional Programs that cut across centers and the involve 
centrally the NARS members in leadership positions within the programs. 
Cl TAC’s central role in developing the System Logframe that includes explicit 
consideration of purposes related to NARS strengthening and indicators that relate to 
the effectiveness of NARS-CGIAR collaborative relationships. 
Second, there is a certain “political” need to assess, at the sy.srem level (i.e., outside the 
self-interests of individual centers), the collaborative relationships issues that arise in the 
changing environment described above. TAC is a logical entity to undertake such a 
broader assessment, to provide the theme with the visibility it deserves and to gain the 
widespread involvement of all stakeholders in the process. 
THE CONTEXT FOR DEFINING TAC’S INVOLVEMENT 
Based on a thorough assessment of the available documentation, and based on comments 
from, and discussions with a wide range of individuals, it appears that there is: 
(a) a wide range of expectations by different parties concerning desired and expected 
outcomes from &ture collaborative arrangements between NARS and the CGIAR System; 
(b) confUsion in some quarters over the current state of affairs (purposes, modalities used, 
effectiveness and efficiency) of collaborative arrangements used by the centers; and 
(c) a belief by some inside and outside the System that it is possible to strengthen 
collaborative mechanisms and modalities. (Indeed the latter is implicit in the fact that 
TAC picked the issue as one of the priority strategic ones to look at over the coming 
year). 
Additionally, as mentioned above, one can assume that in the back of some TAC 
members’ minds is the belief that there is a need to forge new types of relationships linked 
to the regional fora, emerging SROs and the establishment of the NARS Secretariat in 
Rome; and TAC should explore what those options might be. 
With regard to the first point - a wide range of expectations - the main need is to 
recognize them and recognize that it is not unique to CGIAR-NARS relations to find such 
a wide range of perceptions and expectations. Indeed, it is the rule rather than the 
exception. Concerning the second point - confusion over the current state of affairs - a 
fact gathering activity and assessment of empirical evidence will be required to remove it. 
As pointed out earlier, we have only scarce and anecdotal information available in the 
documentation. The third point - finding options to improve the situation to reflect the 
current conditions and context - likely will be the main focus of the TAC debate. The 
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present paper deals with all three points. 
An overall question for TAC (and ultimately the System) is the following: What needs to 
be done by the System to make future collaborative relationships productive and 
effective in the context of the changing conditions in the world and in terms of 
achieving the goals of the System ? Answering this general question requires answers to 
a series of more operational or definitional questions: 
q what in fact is going on in terms of the variety of collaborative relationships existing 
today; i.e., 
0 how can we characterize and otherwise define and quantify the relationships that exist, 
their costs and benefits, and their effectiveness? 
•I what are the expectations of the different parties involved in these collaborative 
arrangements and are they being met? 
0 what are the options that need to be considered for improving collaborative 
mechanisms, given different objectives and contexts? 
Adequate answers to these questions will require widespread input from the centers and 
NARS involved in collaborative relationships with the centers. Most likely a survey of 
representative stakeholders would be needed along with appointment of a TAC led panel 
that would have to do some field work in cooperation with the centers. The existing 
documentation in the TAC Secretariat and FAO Rome does not provide adequate 
information on these questions. There are anecdotal examples available; and the EPMRs 
and the centers’ project documentation and MTPs provide some general information. 
However, this is not enough to address the basic question - what guidelines might be put 
forth for establishing effective collaborative relationships in the context of the changing 
conditions, capacities, interests, perceptions and thinking on partnering? 
We hasten to add that, given the all pervasive nature of collaborative relat.ionships in the 
activities of the CGIAR and the prominence given to NARS in the “purposes” listed for 
the recently adopted CGIAR Logframe approach, the proposed information gathering 
activity would be well justified quite beyond TAC’s immediate needs. However, it very 
well may be that the best thing TAC could do is to recommend that the activity be 
undertaken as a joint center activity, rather than by TAC. At the same tim.e, one reason 
for TAC not to abandon the responsibility to address the topic is the fact that there are 
some broader strategic questions that go beyond individual center concerns and that would 
argue for a TAC led initiative. 
THE STRATEGIC QUESTIONS 
c 
Drawing on the earlier discussion of the multidimensional continuum of NARS, 
considering the common perceptions that the CGIAR and NARS hold regarding the 
benefits and costs associated with their relationships, and using the conclusions drawn 
from available documentation and results from discussions at ICW 98 and with a wide 
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variety of people, some strategic questions emerge for TAC to consider. 
The questions are strategic in the sense that (a) they address fundamental issues that cut 
across centers and, for the most part, cut across types of linking mechanism and modalities 
that are used; and (b) acceptable answers to them should be fundamental ingredients in 
setting priorities and developing new strategies for the work of the CGIAR, given the all 
pervasive nature of collaborative relationships in the projects undertaken by the centers. 
The questions are as follows: 
A. 
B. 
C. 
D. 
E. 
What should be the balance in IARC collaborative activity with NARS at 
various stages along the multidimensional continuum of NARS (discussed 
earlier in terms of relative strengths, priorities and capacities)? How should 
working relations or collaborative mechanisms differ in the various cases? 
How can the CGIAR system and NARS make more effective and efficient use 
of their respective relative strengths or comparative advantages in forging 
effective partnerships? 
Do priorities and goals of NARS and the CGIAR match, or at least 
complement each other, and if not, does it matter? 
In what ways can financial arrangements for collaborative relationships be 
improved and, particularly, how can the CGIAR best help NARS to secure 
incremental funding to carry out their responsibilities in collaborative 
programs or projects? 
How can the CGIAR System best ensure that the global information and 
communication technology advances are fully incorporated into the workings 
of CGIAR-NARS collaborative relationships? 
Below, each of these questions is discussed in greater detail along with some options for 
dealing with and answering them. 
QUESTION A: What should be the balance in IARC collaborative activity 
with NARS at various stages along the multidimensional continuum of NARS 
(discussed earlier in terms of relative strengths, priorities and capacities)? How 
should working relations or collaborative mechanisms differ in the various cases? 
This question has been on TAC’s plate for some time (at least since the 1987 P&S 
activity). It takes on particular significance if one accepts the basic continuum approach to 
CGIAR-NARS relations laid out above. 
Context and Background 
There has been a continuing debate in the CGIAR concerning whether the centers should 
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give more priority to working with strong NARS, where the common perception is that 
there is a greater potential for major joint scientific progress; or whether centers should 
give priority to working with the weak NARS, where the perception is that the potential 
for capacity strengthening might be the greatest, and where the results of CGIAR research 
could have the most significant relative impacts in terms of moving poor rural people out 
of absolute poverty. There are regional implications to this question, in the sense that 
Latin America and parts of Asia are associated with strong NARS and Africa is associated 
more with weaker NARS (with some notable exceptions). 
Even leaving aside the regional political issues involved, the question is not as simple as it 
might seem at first sight. The perceptions that more significant breakthroughs can be 
achieved working with strong NARS, and working with weaker NARS will result in a 
greater capacity strengthening effect, are hypotheses that remain to be tested. 
For example, there is no necessary reason why increasing the intensity and amount of 
CGTAR training and other related activities will lead to anything other than a greater 
number of better trained researchers, if the proper contextual environment for agricultural 
research is not present, i.e., the infrastructure, financial resources, basic science policy in a 
country. And these factors often are missing in countries with weaker NARS. Increased 
skills in research will lead to significant progress and expansion of productive research 
outputs in currently weaker NARS only if the complementary capacity is present. In many 
countries of Africa where resources are inadequate, national tinding for agricultural 
research actually is declining in importance. 
On the other hand, if a particular key problem is faced by many countries with weaker 
NARS, i.e., the potential for adoption of is significant and widespread across countries, 
then a research breakthrough working with the smaller or weaker NARS could have 
significant payoffs. An example that comes to mind is ICLARM’s work with small island 
states, where they are involved in activities that could benefit many countries. The 
question often comes back to the weight given to population, since most of the weaker 
NARS (and those cases where there simply are no NARS) are found in countries with 
relatively small populations. Yet, as in the case of the small island states, there are many 
such countries; and they have the same kinds of problems for which the CGIAR is ideally 
suited to provide some answers. (This work is a clear example of international public 
gbods research). 
Finally, there is the situation recognized quite explicitly in the 1994 P&S d,ocument: 
CGIAR research activities in some countries can be justified over the medium term by the 
current lack of capacity in those countries (the extreme end of the strong to weak NARS 
continuum). It is instructive to go back to the document and recall the context of the 
discussion on smaller (generally weaker) country NARS: 
“The necd~ c;f smrll coutrtries nmy be met through strong outward looking 
rmtiorml yrogsms i/r Inrger comfries, combined with effective networking. In 
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other areas, a tori firmiltg ilikrtralional effort will bejustiJied...szrch activities 
include: &air/ii/g, assisfatxe in ilntilutional and human resource development; 
assisfarrce ibr psiorify se/bug... transfer of research technoIogy...methodoiogy 
devefopnwrl arid Iraiirilrg irl its aJ3pIicaliorl.... and technical assistaxe and 
finarrcial aidfor in-com~fry applied and adaptive research, often through 
bilateral programs admirrisfered by CGIAR irutilulions. ” 
Of course, the definition of stronger and weaker NARS is problematic in and of itself. 
TAC’s earlier writing on the subject (TAC 1991) unfortunately does not help much: 
“Amidst this array of polcrrtial weaknesses, lo describe some nafional research systems as 
‘ivcak” atld olherx as “stro~~g” could have many different meanings. In this paper, the 
terms ‘stro~q~er ” arid “weaker” arc used irr a very getteral sense fo imply fhat the 
sfrorrger are more JikeJy cnttf flu weaker Iess likely, to deliver a worthwhile research 
on fpur, whatever the cc~~~.se.s nriglli he. ” 
The problem with this interpretation becomes evident when put in the context of the 
continuum framework suggested earlier: Thus, along a multidimensional continuum, 
NARS can be strong in one area (discipline or activity area), but weak in another - be able 
to produce “worthwhile research outputs” in one area, but not in another. Strengths and 
weaknesses depend on what we are trying to accomplish as well as the resources available. 
Thus, we may be weak in basic science but very strong in terms of adaptive research 
working with farmers. Finally, there is the dimension of relativity and the influence of 
partnering on defining strengths and weaknesses: A given NARS may be strong in one 
area relative to another NARS partner, but weak relative to still others. Also, a NARS 
that in isolation might be considered weak can, through a symbiotic relationship with 
others provide a strong input into producing worthwhile research outputs. 
The Nichols study (TAC 1995) provided a different interpretation of a “strong” NARS: 
A sirwg NARS is defiiwd as or~e that carries out all of these steps 
(agricrllfuraf researcl~ policy f~3rmuiaGon, collslr.air~ts/polel~tinl 
ideirt(ficatiolr, research j3rogram developmeM, resource allocation, 
researcJ7 program execuliorr, morlitoririg and evahlatior7) effectively ajld 
efficiw fly iu a sus/aitml3fe mazier irl a charrgitrg environment 
Again, this definition is not very useful in an operational sense and particularly when trying 
to understand better the question raised above - CGIAR relations with NARS along the 
continuum from weak to strong. 
Probably of most help are the scattered concepts in the new Logframe. In the chain from 
goals, intermediate goals, purposes and outputs, two of the three purposes relate to NARS 
strengthening. Purpose 1 reads: “NARS develop improved production systems which will 
effectively raise productivity while conserving biodiversity, land and water.” Purpose 2 
reads: “performance of NARS and regional programs is improved.” The Logframe 
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discussion goes on to provide several indicators that the purposes are being achieved. At 
this stage, we will not delve further into this subject, other than to say that if TAC pursues 
any of the options below, the context of new Logframe should be explicitl:y considered in 
the design of activities. 
Options to Consider related to choice of collaboration modalities to u:se with 
different types of research organizations and programs. 
In fact, recognizing that there is no simple answer to the questions posed regarding 
working with weaker or stronger NARS, TAC in the past has remained silent on the 
balance question. Instead, the recommendation has been to focus on given internationally 
relevant researchable problems and work with whatever partners make most sense in 
resolving these problems. That advice should probably still stand. 
However, at the same time, there are opportunities to understand better the various 
conditions under which the CGIAR System should favor work with stronger or weaker 
NARS. And there is opportunity to understand better what the contextual issues are 
associated with success in working with either strong or weaker NARS, e.g., related to 
purposes and indicators in the new Logframe. Finally, there are opportunities to pursue 
avenues of collaboration that benefit both strong and weak, e.g., in the area of information 
and communication technology development for agricultural research progress. Thus, 
some of the options for further activity that TAC might consider include: 
[ 3 Al. The System needs to develop an improved framework for ilooking at the 
characteristics and relative strengths of the NARS organizations involved in 
collaboration with CGIAR centers. It needs to use this framework in generating 
improved information on the continuum of NARS organizations with which the 
System and its centers work; and it needs to understand better the types and intensities 
of relationships that fimction best under different conditions along the various continua 
that are relevant. TAC could encourage an increased effort to characterize and 
assess relative strengths of NARS in terms of the continua mentioned above. 
This work could be done in colhlboration with the NARS Secretariat, with the 
operational input from ISNAR and other groups. TAC also could revive interest in 
the already accepted, but not fimded Systemwide Program on “the establishment and 
upkeep of a global data base on national agricultural research and analysis of policy 
implications,” which was to be led by ISNAR with major input from IFPRI. 
Ultimately, whatever activity is undertaken it has to be a joint one involving the 
NARS, the centers, FAO and the donors (in terms of increased funding). Thus, it will 
only be undertaken if TAC can show these entities that it is in their interest to develop 
the type of information suggested. Generating such interest will depend in turn on the 
projected usefulness of the information in development of stronger and more effective 
programs and relationships. (Note: Several experienced persons reviewing the earlier 
draft suggested that the work involved in the type of activity suggested above is 
significant and that caution should be used in starting on such an activity. Here, we 
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are suggesting a phased approach, starting with a limited sample of collaborative 
relationships and centers and moving on only if the preliminary results indicate value in 
this type of information). 
A.2. TAC and the System need to consider the variety of mechanisms and 
modalities that can be used in the future to ensure maximum effectiveness of 
relationships in different contexts. Indeed, one of the factors driving the priority 
given to this study is the perception that the existing relationships can be strengthened 
if we understand better the changes that have taken place in conditions, interests, 
capacities and political linkages, for example, those that have been forged through 
GFAR and the regional fora. While some types of existing CGIAR-NARS 
relationships may be optimum at present, there are bound to be ways in which new 
relationships that are being formed can be more effective and efficient than past ones. 
Examples of opportunities that TAC needs to consider include: 
0 Regional and Subregional organizations (SROs). One of the trends in 
agricultural research is a model that involves NARS organizations forming their 
own regional or subregional partnerships, with the IARCs joining as partners in 
those that fit with their mandates (that relate to the System’s goals and the IPG 
and comparative advantage requirements). Many types exist, as indicated in table 
1. As pointed out above, there are mixed reviews of the success of these 
relationships, partly because it sometimes is difficult to get countries to agree and 
generate the authority to let their work be guided by regional priorities and plans. 
Other problems relate to funding and to the high transactions costs involved, 
oftentimes costs that individual country organizations cannot cannot afford. 
0 New forms of interaction with non-conventional partners. This includes 
opportunities for interactions between the CG centers and a variety of 
organizations within the NARS, not just the NARIs of a country, e.g., with the 
private sector, NGOs, universities; also opportunities for associations with 
professional associations; it also includes encouraging closer links between 
NARIs and universities, the private sector and other members of the NARS 
community of a country; and it includes getting strong NARS in some countries 
to work with the weaker ones in their regions. 
0 IARC coordination and cooperation with each other and with NARS 
organizations: Sytemwide and Ecoregional Programs. Over the past few 
years, the centers have started to experiment with different types of systemwide 
and regionally defined partnerships, both with each other with various NARS 
organizations. All different variations exist. TAC is in the process of mounting a 
study of the ecoregionally defined programs. In that study, it should look at (a) 
how multiple CGIAR centers coordinate their work with the same organization 
within a NARS, and (b) the transactions costs of such multiple relationships, 
particularly for smaller and weaker organizations. The results of the regional 
studies for West Africa and Latin America should provide useful insights in this 
regard. We also note here that several centers pointed out that they have been 
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working in an “ecoregional” mode long before the formal ecoregional programs 
were established. 
A3. TAC might work with the NARS Secretariat and other groups to 
develop strategies and guidelines for different forms of collaboration. This would 
require a substantial effort, since a first requirement would be to generate and assess 
information on existing relationships, their costs and benefits, their advantages and 
disadvantages in different contexts (an expansion on Al above). It also would need to 
include development of criteria for choosing different modes of collaboration between 
NARS and the CGIAR in different contexts (for example, in the case ofworking with 
and complementing small country NARS). Initially, a case study approach may be the 
only practical way to approach this need. 
Table 1. Esamplcs of Rcgiond ilntl Subrcgiond Groupings. 
AARINENA: ) Association or Agricultural Rcscarch Institutions in the Near East and North Africa 
APAARI: 1 Asia-Pacific Association of Agricultural Rescarch Institutions 
AFRENAs: agro!imsln regional networks for Africa (several of them) 
ASARECA: ( Association l’or Skcng~hcning Agricultural Rcscarch in Eastern and 
CORAF: 
FARA: 
FORAGRO: 
IICA: 
RF: 
PROCIANDINO: 
Conftircncc dcs rqonsablcs dc la rccIwchc agronomique africains 
I~O~UII~ t’or Agricultural Research in ATrica (sub-Saharan) 
Institute Intcnncricnno de Coopcmci6n pnra la Agricultura 
rcpional forum 
Programa Coolwrativo de Investigaci6n y Transferencia de 
pnrn la Subrcgkk Andina 
PROCICARIBE: Program for- Coopcrn~ion in Agricultural Science and 
PROCITROPICOS: Programa Coopw-utivo dc Investigaci6n y 
PROCISUR: 
Trh$xx Surak-icanos 
1 Programa Coolxrativo para cl Dcsarrollo TecnolBgico 
SACCAR: 
SICTA: 
Sun-ans~crcncia 
Southern hli-icnn Ccntcr for Co-operation in Agricultural & Natural Resources 
Research and Training 
Sistcma dc Integraci6n Cenlroamcricano de Tecnologia Agricola (Central America) 
QUESTION B: How cm the CGIAR system and NARS make more effective 
and efficient use of their respective relative strengths or comparative advantages in 
forging effective partnerships? 
This basic question also has been on TAC’s agenda for some time, not so much in terms 
of partnering, but rather in terms of how to address the comparative advantage question in 
the context of the CGIAR’s role relative to “the other 96 percent.” Again, TAC has not 
gotten very far with the issue and, in fact, to the best of our knowledge TAC has not 
attempted to define in any operational sense what is meant by comparative advantage, 
even though the term is widely used in the System. 
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Context and Background 
While CGIAR documentation often speculates on the “comparative advantages” of the 
IARCs vs. different NARS (including so-called ARIs in developed countries) for carrying 
out various types of research, there actually is little systematic analysis and knowledge of 
them in terms of cost and impact criteria, nor in terms of how they should be used in 
designing effective linkages and partnerships. At the institutional level, there is only a 
vague concept of what the term “comparative advantage” means, as evidenced by the lack 
of definitions and conceptual treatment in the various TAC priorities and strategies 
documents. There is better recognition at the IARC scientist level of which NARS are 
good and which are not in particular areas of research, and which scientists complement 
and which duplicate work on-going in the centers (based mainly on the CG scientists0 
assessments of their counterparts and colleagues in such NARS). 
In the broader formal planning and strategic writings of the CGIAR System, NARS (and 
NARS) tend to be lumped in a couple of categories and the comparative advantages of 
IARCs tend to be argued in generic terms - advantages of IARCs in terms of being able to 
mount major interdisciplinary, long term research (e.g., the ecoregional themes of recent), 
and being able to produce international public goods (IPGs), or research that no one 
country would have the incentive to undertake by itself 
It is instructive to repeat the only statement in the 1997 P&S document relating to this 
theme: “If Ihere CNY suppliers who en// c$fer products at costs below those of the CGIAR, 
who ase a reliable source of s11pp1y a/~d who psovide the prod~xts in an everl-hajlded way, 
the)1 CGIAR ~~IV~.S/I~ZIII is qmxtio~rable atrd will be limited ” The paper goes on to 
suggest that the main comparative advantages will be where there are international public 
goods (IPG) aspects; and it says: “As the quality of bcitrg an internationanl public good is 
either presertt or abserlt, this characteristic is viewed by TAC as a necessary condition for 
comider-atiorl i,l priority setlilrg.” Since by definition an IPG is one that the individual 
countries would not produce by themselves (for the well-known reasons associated with 
non-excludability and significant externalities, non-rivalrous consumption, etc.) then it is 
fairly clear that the CG centers (as quasi public international institutions) are best placed to 
produce them unless there is some other international entity that can and would produce 
the same IPG at lower cost. 
However, even these general advantages break down as more and more SROs and ROs 
come on stream with their abilities and incentive to produce IPGs. How should we go 
about assessing the comparative advantages of the centers vis-la-vis the NARS and then 
using such assessment information in making recommendations related to linkages and 
partnership activity? 
The 1996 TAC led study on Priorifies and Strategies for Soil and Water Aspects of 
Natural Resources Mr~rtrgerne~rt Research ill the CGIAR (SDRfTAC:IA.Rf96/2.1) goes on 
in more detail to discuss the role of international public research: 
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Given the above, it is ckear that the CGIAR - having tJ?e attributes of a public entity 
- shor~ldyrimarily be i)wolved it! production of research that fits in the 
internatiotmf public gootf category. However, there also are more moderate cases 
of exter7mJities where CGiAR prodrrctiotr or activity stiii is justified: so long as the 
bene$tsfi*om such activity accrrle to more tharz or/e country, i.e., so long as the 
irlternatiorrality coJrLfitioll J7oJcfs. hr such cases, the System brings i,cz a number of 
other criteria to meet tJ7e sufficiency coudifiora for CGIAR involvement. Thus, 
there are criteria related to: 
0 cost-~~ecti,)e,le.~.s of CGIAR activity irl relation to that of Iotherpotential 
sirpplicrs; 
Om cau thitlk of at Ieasf tlvo sub-categories of criteria helying to explaitl 
cost-effectiwwss. 1h1.s tJ~ese are: 
0 relirrhility in prohdon of results; i.e., at/other potentiaI source might apear 
to he more cost-<ffectiw, huf the reiiahiiity cjf results is much less certaiq or the 
time delay 1w1llf be s~tch that there is clear advantage in the CGIA R producirg 
earlier resrilfs: at rtf 
0 Irrnrpiness or ecorwnics of sct~lc in prothtction; i.e., a cowtry or other 
poterrtial yl.otftlcef. might have tJ~e incwtive to psoduce the results, but due to 
Ir(n1pir~e.w i/r resmrch reqr~isetmwts (or economies of scale it1 production of results) 
tJ?e CGIAR calf pro’ fuce it ill a more efJicient fashion. 
0 ~~tcrnnlitic.s.ji.c,nl I/W CGIAR Cerlters ’ activities, e.g., in terms of itformal 
orl-tJqeTjob trairrijg of local scierhsts alrdprovisiorl of ideas for local NARS and 
other groups, amf itr terms of it/puts afrd berlefits to advanced research institutions. 
There also is, of course, the need to consider the relative or comparative advantages of 
different NARS, both across regions for a given type of NAREO (e.g., universities, 
government agricultural research and extension agencies, various forms of NGOs, etc.) 
and across types within countries and regions. 
This whole question of what the CGIAR centers should and should not get involved in 
terms of research and extension/development activities is central, of course, to the issues 
addressed in this paper related to CGIAR-NARS relationships. 
Options to Consider related to CGIAR comparative advantages and choice of CG 
center contributions in various collaborative relationships 
In addressing this question of comparative advantages and choice of CG center roles and 
activities in various collaborative relationships with NARS, TAC might look at the 
following : 
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Bl. As mentioned above, in TAC’s on-going assessment of the experience 
to date with the ecoregional (ER) approach, it should pay particular attention to 
the issues associated with the creation and building of CGIAR-NARS 
relationships in these programs. In fact, the System Review recommends that the 
NARS should be leading such ecoregional programs. This is consistent with what a 
number of SROs are suggesting. What are the implications for the CGIAR in making 
this happen? The concept of the ER approach was based partly on the idea that it 
would help centers and organizations in NARS work more functionally and effectively 
together by each of them addressing common issues with approaches based on their 
respective comparative advantages (cf. TAC 1991). Again, we note that several 
centers have a wealth of experience in working in an “ecoregional” mode because they 
were set up to operate essentially as ecoregional entities. 
B2. It is not clear the extent to which centers and national organizations spend enough 
time right up front (1) defining systematically their respective strengths and their 
rwhtise advantages in contributing to a collaborative relationship and then (2) 
developing explicit agreements on roles in the relationship based on such advantages. 
Where this void in assessment and communication exists, it likely is linked somewhat 
to the sensitivity of both centers and NARS in addressing the “we-they” issue 
mentioned earlier. The fact of the matter is that partners in any relationship (including 
in a marriage!) have to at some early point address such issues head on and come to 
some agreement on their relative advantages in terms of accomplishing the objectives 
of the partnership. However, this implies common agreement on the definitions and 
criteria that should be used in identi@ing comparative advantages. TAC might 
explore with the centers and their collaborators in NARS the definitions and 
assessment approaches used and how they could become more systematized and 
formalized in negotiating collaborative agreements. This might help to reduce 
misinterpretation of intentions on the part of one or more of the collaborators in a 
program. In the final analysis, of course, this remains a matter for design and decision 
by the individual centers and national organizations forging the collaborative 
relationships. TAC should only enter the picture to suggest guidelines and strategies 
for discussions and reaching agreement on rules of collaboration. 
B3. The item above does not address, of course, the question of comparative 
advantage of the CGIAR and its partners or other collaborators relative to that held by 
ofher partnerships, consortia or individual research organizations doing work in the 
same fields and areas as the CGIAR-NARS collaborators. This consideration has to 
be part of the input in forging more effective nr?d ef$kient CGIAR-NARS 
relationships. It implies the need to understand better the nature of alternative 
suppliers of the research being considered - the other 96% as they often are referred to 
in the System. TAC might wish to explore the nature of the “other 96 percent” in 
this context, again involving the centers directly in the activity, through written 
and verbal input and/or through targeted workshops addressing in specific ways the 
issues of comparative advantages and collaborative mechanisms across centers. 
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QUESTION C: Do priorities and goals of NARS and the CGIAR match, or at 
least complement each other, and if not, does it matter? 
This question has come up more frequently with regard to the stronger NARS vis-a-vis 
CGIAR centers. It also relates to the question of titure expansion of relationships with 
the private sector and the particular issues surrounding the UPR debate concerning 
germplasm enhancement. 
Context and Background 
It is important to recognize, as done in a recent draft note from the TAC chair, that there 
are levels of priorities, ranging from those at the scientist level all the way up through 
institutional priorities, regional and national political priorities, and global priorities, such 
as those put forth by the CGIAR. While priorities may conflict at one level, e.g., the 
operational level, they might be quite consistent and compatible at the science level or the 
political level. Thus, for example, diverse scientists from CGIAR centers and NARS 
might agree entirely on an approach to a given science issue, but have difE:rent priorities in 
mind in terms of how gains from that science will be used. 
There are past indications that some CGIAR centers were working on issues that are not 
considered priorities by the main public national agricultural research organizations 
(NAROs)with which they work. Specifically, at the TAC 66 meeting in Lima in 1995, the 
heads of many of the NAROs from the region informed TAC that their governments 
provided them finding to work primarily on issues related to commercial crops and 
exports, not issues related to agriculture by poor farmers. They were firm on the point 
that while their governments gave priority to poverty alleviation (consistent with the 
CGIAR’s goal), they saw it in the broader context of commercial agriculture and exports 
as engines of growth and development that would eventually reach the poor. The 
question arose (again) as to what should be the role of the CGIAR in such countries? 
This issue to some extent led to TAC’s proposal for the study of CGIAR activity in Latin 
America. Should the CGIAR be substituting for what the strong NARS should themselves 
be doing, merely because national priorities in their countries emphasize agriculture’s 
indirect role in poverty alleviation and food security for the poor rather than the direct 
approach favored by the CGIAR, involving direct support for small, poor farmers? (This 
point relates also directly to the issue raised above concerning CGIAR activity with strong 
and weaker NARS)? 
When looking at how centers should react to situations where official national agendas for 
the main public research agencies emphasize different objectives than those accepted by 
the CGIAR (e.g., when they have commercial and export crop priorities), .two points are 
important to keep in mind: (1) that while priorities in terms of means might differ, the 
countries might be quite consistent with the broader goals of the CGIAR System; and (2) 
that with the broader interpretation of NAREO partners now widely accepted in the 
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System, i.e., including NGOs, community and farmer groups, academic institutions, and so 
forth, it may very well be that such differences in agendas with the major official 
agricultural research agencies may be justified. In such cases, it may be that the centers 
should be linking and collaborating more closely with NGO partners that have poverty 
alleviation and environmental enhancement as primary goals for their constituencies in the 
countries in which the CGIAR is operating. 
In sum, a county may have legitimate direct poverty alleviation objectives and priorities 
that fit with those of the CGIAR and as expressed by various actors within the broad 
NARS, even though the country’s official NARI is working primarily on commercial or 
export oriented crop research with only an indirect focus on poverty reduction and 
prevention. 
Options to Consider related to reconciling differing CGIAR and NARS priorities in 
collaborative rel:~tionships. 
El 
0 
Cl. TAC might initiate activity to explore both conceptually and 
empirically the rcl:~tionships between priorities of the centers and those of the 
different org:lnizntions in the NARS of host countries in which they work. This is 
a particularly relevant question in cases where CGIAR/center priorities are not 
necessarily those of the host country’s main public NARI (e.g., where the NARI is 
focused on commercial, export crops and the CGIAR center is focused on food crops 
for the poor). It also is important for countries in which universities, development 
and environmental NGOs and private agricultural research groups are strong elements 
in the NARS. Development of a concept paper and guidelines in this area may be 
deemed appropriate by TAC, working closely with the centers and representatives of 
the various groups. ISNAR has done some work in this area which needs to be drawn 
upon. 
c2. To what extent in countries where CGIAR priorities and those of the host 
countries dit’fer should the host countries influence CGIAR priorities? This question of 
national influence on CGIAR priorities is being addressed at the broader System and 
regional levels by the regional fora of NARS and likely will be a prominent issue on the 
plate of the NARS Secretariat in Rome. As has been pointed elsewhere, there are 
different levels of priority settin g, from the project through the center and up to the 
System; and there are different ways in which organizations from NARS influence the 
priorities at the various levels of priority setting. Perhaps a TAC activity could be 
undertaken, with cooperation from the NARS Secretariat (and the regional fora) 
to understand better the modalities available for NARS involvement in CGIAR 
priority setting. 
QUESTION D. In what ways can financial arrangements for collaborative 
relationships be improved and, particularly, how can the CGIAR best support 
NARS in their quest to secure incremental funding to carry out their research and 
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other responsibilities, particnlilrly in the context of the collaborative programs or 
projects with the CGIAR? 
In many ways the initial vision of the CGIAR has largely been realized - it has helped to 
reduce widespread hunger in the world that results from lack of ability to increase 
productivity for the key food crops eaten by the poor. However, in later years, it was 
recognized that a number of other factors lead to the conditions of food insecurity. Chief 
among these are (1) poverty and political conflict and exclusion that make it impossible for 
the land insufflcient poor to produce or buy enough food; (2) environmental degradation 
that negates the potential increases in food production promised by the new varieties and 
technically possible crop productivity increases; and (3) lack of adequate filnding for 
research to keep agricultural progress ahead of the growth in population and deterioration 
of the environment. Such funding declines often are directly related to the lack of clear 
evidence of the beneficial impacts of research that can be transmitted to finance and 
planning ministries and other decision making, funding bodies. 
The initial vision of the CGIAR included that the centers would help strengthen the NARS 
in such ways that the NARS themselves could produce the research results that would lead 
to food productivity increases in their respective countries. In many countries this part of 
the vision also has been achieved. Overall, the scientific capacities of the NARS of the 
developing world have increased dramatically over the past 25 years; and a very large 
cadre of trained scientists is out there working and ready to work. The CGIAR System 
has helped train and educate thousands of young researchers, educators and trainers in 
agriculture in the NARS of the developing world. It was estimated that by 1986 more 
than 19,300 agricultural workers of various kinds had taken training from xhe then 13 
CGIAR centers (TAC 19S6). Latter estimates are not available, but need to be generated. 
In this sense - and responding to one of the questions in the TORs - most would agree that 
the CGIAR System has been quite successful in terms of its contribution to technical 
capacity strengthening among NARS. Unfortunately, the situation in many instances is 
like learning to ride a bicycle, but not having the bicycle to ride or not knowing how to 
repair the bicycle that is available: Many of the people trained do not get the resources to 
carry out research. In fact, while technical research capacity has increased - dramatically 
in some cases, the support and fimding to actually carry out agricultural research (the 
availability of “bicycles”) has been steady or declining in many countries. 
In the case of many of those trained through the System, they still are waiting to use their 
new talents and abilities to contribute to the research results that will lead to greater food 
security, poverty reduction and environmental protection in their countries. The CGIAR 
System has not, in its collaborative relationships, had much success, nor pa.rticular interest 
in helping to obtain the “bicycles” for those who have learned to ride them. 
In some cases, there is a feeling that the centers are not interested in helping the NARS 
obtain incremental resources. Thus, the response from one developing country NARI to a 
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recent TAC questionnaire on the ecoregional programs states that: “there is all out effort 
021 the part of the cer~ters to mcrirrttri~ a separate identity of programs nnd not to 
nmafgamnte and ir&grafe them physically nrld~m-mcially with the NARS led and driven 
programs. This rcsu!ts ill tleprivi~g the NARS of incremental support and diversion of 
malrpower to cerlters ’ p~~og~mns otl the prioritized programs of mutual interest to NARS 
cmd the CG Cetlte7.s. ” The solution suggested by this NAFU is “...to develop and 
impkemeut programs in true ynrttlerships mode by irltegrating the resources on mutually 
ngreedprogrcrms.” SROs dealing with other ecoregional or collaborative programs have 
suggested much the same thing: integrate resources and let the SRO decide who, 
including the CG centers, gets what resources to undertake specific tasks in the context of 
agreed upon priorities. 
A major challenge in future collaborative relationships between the CGIAR and the NARS 
is to combine forces to help strengthen capacities in a balanced way, including in the 
facilities and funding needed to carry out effective local research. The CGIAR has not 
been very successful in this task in the past, partly because the CGIAR’s role has not been 
to convince finance ministers and politicians that more local and national support is 
needed. That has been considered the role and function of national programs, bilateral 
support programs and multilateral groups such as World Bank and others in the 
international community that are explicitly focused on this activity and technical assistance. 
The extent to which the CGIAR should get involved in these types of promotional activity 
- which fits into what TAC elsewhere has called “research assistance” - is still a matter of 
debate, even though it was a central issue brought to the Group by TAC in its 1991 paper 
on the subject of CGIAR-NARS relations. 
In that paper, TAC argues that there is little controversy about the CGIAR role in training 
and other forms of scientific collaboration. However, TAC also suggests that: 
Norre of the nbove n~~~s:~11re.s ccll~ be effective, however, mrrless there is a certain 
mirrinmm cqmcify withill tJ?e rtntiorrcrl sysfcm to do research, as well as to establish 
effective litrkuges ho/h with the Cerrters curd with local producers through the 
exte?uioft wrkx3. . Where this mi~limm capacity is lacking, the Centers have 
sometinws collaborated wilh hiltrterd dorlors in the provision of resectrch 
msistmce, mther tlmr~ftrce the fxsfmtion of not beirg abke to transfer the beneits 
of their wo~*k 
The debate still goes on related to the CGIAR’s role in capacity strengthening beyond 
training and through collaborative scientific activities. Accepting the continuum 
perspective put forth above, one would conclude that there is no one answer to the 
question of how much centers should be doing to make sure that the products of their 
training activities can be fully utilized by researchers by ensuring that they have adequate 
resources with which to work. The informal guidelines developed by a variety of centers 
suggest that they should stick to research assistance that involves more than one country, 
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that focuses on improving processes rather than structures, and that leads to sustainable 
increases in overall capacity - something that technical assistance often does not do very 
well. 
However, the CGIAR would seem to have a legitimate role in helping NARS develop the 
means and methods to produce the impact assessments that can convince the policy 
makers of the gains that have been derived from national agricultural research investments. 
Further, the System, through such centers as ISNAR and IFPRI particularly, has the 
ability to support efforts of NARS to develop improved research policies, priority setting 
processes, and synergies among the varioupmembers of a country’s NARS. 
It should be noted that Recommendation 7 of the System Review deals with parallel topics 
and TAC might wish to consider that recommendation in formulating its approach to this 
theme. 
Option to consider related to financing of collaborative relationships and increasing 
NARS funding opportunities. 
cl Dl. TAC might explore the implications of the CGIAR collaborating more 
directly and closely with groups involved in funding research in NARS. This 
activity might also look at the ways in which the NARS themselves could develop 
more effective strategies for mobilizing external and internal country support for 
agricultural research, based on the future benefits it can bring to countries. Finally, 
TAC might explore the ways in which the CGIAR might help NARS organizations in 
developing improved means to assess impacts of their research. Perhaps this needs to 
become a stronger focus in collaborative relationships between the System and various 
NARS organizations, both through the collaborative research projects,, but also 
through the System level collaborative activities associated with GFAR and the 
Regional Fora of NARS. In any event, something needs to be done to reverse the 
steady decline in tinding for agricultural research in regions such as Africa. 
QUESTION E. How can the CGIAR system best ensure that infformation and 
communication technology advances are fully incorporated into the workings of 
CGIAR-NARS collaborative relationships? 
The global agricultural research community is making very rapid advances in information 
and communication technologies that help speed up the pace of science an.d the transfer of 
usefL1 knowledge and information. We need to ensure that the developing country NARS 
share in this information and communication revolution. How should the CGIAR System 
position itself to take advantage of the advances by forging alliances and other 
relationships with those who can make sure that such advances move into agricultural 
research arena and into the hands of the NARS most rapidly and effectively? 
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The FAO and the World Bank are jointly starting an initiative on Agricultural and Rural 
Knowledge and Information Systems (ARKIS). This initiative draws on the revolutionary 
developments in communications and information technology, e.g., related to the internet, 
the growth in cellular phone technology, access to mass media, and so forth. In a parallel 
fashion, there has been an information growth that is phenomenal by any standard. The 
initiative focuses on the advances in development of effective participatory approaches to 
development in searching for ways to institute ARKIS reform that can help the rural poor 
help themselves to get out of abject poverty and achieve food security in a sustainable 
fashion. How should the CGIAR fit into this initiative, given the fact that its goals parallel 
the fundamental goals of improvements in ARKIS? 
Options to Consider rehlted to improvements in information flows and knowledge 
transfer through modern cotllt~lu~lic;ltioIls developments: Taking full advantage of 
the iuformatiou revolution. 
cl El. TAC has debated for a long time the priority that should be given to 
working with “stronger” vs “weaker” organizations within NARS. Given the fact that 
it is extremely difficult to define strong and weak organizations, much less whole 
systems such as NARS, the focus could more productively turn to identification of the 
types of activities that can provide benefits across NARS, albeit in different ways. For 
example, the building up of databases and information systems of various kinds can 
benefit all (including the CGIAR centers). But to what extent are such databases 
appropriate for CGIAR centers? TAC and the System need to explore further the 
opportunities to 4 cggressively support collaborative relationships for improving 
information flows within NARS, within them, between them, and between them 
and the IARCs and other partners. A variety of mechanisms already are in place 
and many initiatives exist in this area (e.g., cf discussion on ARKIS). The need is to 
consolidate and rationalize the existing activities and fill the most critical gaps. 
0 E2. TAC might explore the ways in which the CGIAR System could 
contribute to the emerging joint FAO-World Bank initiative on ARKIS 
(Agricultur;rl and Rural Knowledge and Information Systems). 
CONCLUDING COMi!lENT AND RECOMMENDATION TO TAC: 
The main conclusion derived from this study is that TAC, collaborating with others, 
should undertake further assessmeuf of the NARS-CGIAR collaborative 
relationship theme, including an assessmenf of current practice. It appears that there 
are enough issues at stake, and enough potential for gain from TAC deliberations to justifir 
additional activity. As mentioned in the foreword, there appears to be general agreement 
on the recommendation among those NARS representatives, Centers, and others who 
commented on the first draft of the study. At the same time, many respondents suggested 
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that such an activity should involve full collaboration with centers and with representatives 
from NARS (perhaps through the NARS Secretariat). 
Why TAC involvement? 1. 
The issues surrounding NARS-CGIAR collaborative relationships are of direct and central 
concern to the CGIAR centers and NARS organizations, and most of them have devoted 
considerable thinking and resources to developing relationships appropriate to their 
missions, goals, objectives and priorities. However, the issues also have Systemwide 
implications that justify TAC’s involvement at the strategic level along side the activity of 
centers and NARS organizations at the more operational, center-specific level. Thus, 
several justifications for TAC’s involvement can be put forth: 
c 
(1) There is a changing environment in which the CGIAR operates and thus has to 
establish its relationships with others; and this new context affects the System as a whole, 
not just the centers individually. A few examples of the elements in the new contextual 
environment that need to be considered in TAC’s next priorities and strategies exercise 
for the System include the following: 
the strengthening of many national research organizations’ capacities and leadership; 
the evolution of regional and subregional organizations of organizations from NARS 
that have implications for the whole System and for involvement and coordination of 
the activities of more than one CG center with a given national organization; 
the establishment of the regional fora of NARS, the NARS Secretariat and the GFAR 
(of which the CGIAR is only one of 13 members of the Steering Committee); these 
developments create a different dynamics that has implications across the CGIAR 
System; 
the evolution of the Ecoregional Programs that cut across centers and that potentially 
involve increased leadership within the programs by organizations within NARS; 
TAC’s role in developing the logframe approach at the System level (this includes 
explicit consideration of purposes related to NARS strengthening and indicators that 
relate to the effectiveness of NARS-CGIAR collaborative relationships). 
(2) There is a certain “political” need to assess, at the 5’ystem level (i.e., outside the self- 
interests of individual centers and NARS organizations) the collaborative relationships 
issues that arise in the changing environment or context described above. TAC is a logical 
entity to undertake such a broader assessment - of course, in close consultation with the 
centers and national organizations. The theme should have the visibility it deserves; and it 
needs to gain the widespread involvement of all stakeholders in the process. 
Considering the above points, it is recommended that a TAC led study of alternative 
strategies and modalities for CGIAR-NARS collaboration should be undertaken, 
considering the options presented above, plus ones that TAC identifies through its 
own deliberations. The study should be a collaborative one with others, .including the 
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CG centers (contributing in terms of center specific, operational issues), organizations 
within NARS, and the NARS Secretariat (contributing a NAR systems perspective). 
Although Centers and organizations in NARS are more focused on the issues related to 
their own operational linkages, they also provide critical inputs at the strategic level. 
Specific elements of an overall TAC study might include (at a minimum): 
0 An assessment of selected, existing NARS-CGIAR collaborative reIationships (see 
Al through A3 above). This can be done as a collaborative activity to meet the 
interests and planning information needs not only of TAC, but also of the centers, 
organizations within the NARS, the NARS Secretariat. This assessment also should 
focus on CGIAR relationships with groups other than the NARIs of countries (see Cl 
above). Centers have a great deal of information and experience to contribute; and 
they should be consulted right from the beginning in such an activity; 
Identification and assessmeut of alternative new modalities for collaborative 
relationships by a consultant or team familiar with the variety of collaboration models 
available and their advantages and disadvantages in different contexts; ISNAR 
logically could become centrally involved in this activity; 
A revisiting of the question of CGIAR relative advantages in relation to the “other 
96 pet-cent,” in light of the strong sense that the CGIAR centers should be involved. in 
IPG research and only if they have a relative advantage in carrying out the research 
involved (see B2 and B3 above); and, finally, 
A TAC strategy paper that briugs together the results of the first three activities 
to preseut TAC’s thinking on promising avenues for strengthening relationships in 
the context of the changing global agricultural research management and funding 
environments, and considering the changing nature of the NARS (in terms of interests, 
priorities, capacities, resources and needs). 
The resulting TAC paper hopefully can usher in new thinking on the issues and 
opportunities; and it should be able to further clarify involvement of the CGIAR in helping 
to strengthen positions of developing country organizations with national, bilateral and 
multilateral financing authorities (see D 1 above). It also should consider the ways in 
which the CGTAR Systetn can provide support in improving NARS organization in 
countries; and it should provide TAC’s thinking on how research organizations can gain 
better access to the benefits of the global information and communication revolution. If 
deemed appropriate at the end of the exercise, TAC might produce a set of guidelines and 
suggested policies for CGIAR-NARS collaborative relationships, keeping in mind that 
these should be proactive and not restrictive in nature. 
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ANNEX 1. RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE SYSTEM REVIEW RELEVANT 
FOR THE TAC ASSESSMENT OF CGIAR-NARS COLLABORATIVE 
RELATIONSHIPS 
RECOMMENDATION 2 
The Panel recommends that IARCs strive to serve as global Centers of frontier science and 
technology for sustainable food security, serving as a bridge that brings advanced science 
and technology to bear on the needs of the world13s poor. They should become resource 
centers on frontier technologies, policy research, sustainable use of natural resources, 
capacity building, and networking. They will need to enhance their symbiotic scientific 
links with NARS, ARIs, the private sector, and NGOs in industrialized and developing 
countries. At the same time, they should help develop and disseminate environmentally 
sensitive technologies based on appropriate blends of traditional and modern methods, 
while placing more emphasis on work in low-potential areas. 
RECOMMENDATION 3 
The Panel recommends that IARCs concentrate on topics relevant to improving 
sustainable food security and the generation of greater opportunities for rural income. This 
dual strategy will require: 
q greater inter-Center collaboration; 
Onew methods of increasing System synergy; 
q new and expanded partnerships; 
q lIARCs, in conjunction with regional and sub-regional organizations, acting as neutral 
conveners of all the actors in the research-development continuum in each region, while 
providing access to assets and resources and fillin g gaps by providing what others cannot 
do as competitively; and 
q the CGIAR to use its moral force and its scientific credibility to get the type of 
cooperation and coordination established that makes optimal use of available resources. 
RECOMMENDATtON 6 
The Panel recommends that, in partnership with FAO, the World Bank, NARS, !&Is, and 
NGOs, the CGIAR develop an effective Global Knowledge System for Food Security. 
This would be a central element in the CGIAR’s future capacity building efforts. ISNAR 
and IFPRI should be considered as the convening Center for this initiative. This initiative 
should: 
Clbenefit NARS, NGOs, civil society organizations, and the media; 
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Opay attention not only to frontier science and technology but also to traditional wisdom; 
q be built on a decentralized management scheme for its various components; 
q imake international research databases available as free goods to developing nations; 
;r 
. . 
4 
q produce Web sites of special relevance to the developing world through a highly skilled 
central screening and coordinating unit; 
q promote the organization, spread, and understanding of traditional knowledge systems; 
q facilitate direct contact via e-mail between developing-country scientists and individual 
experts throughout the world, beginning with the organizing of young prolfessionals and 
IARC alumni; 
q promote cooperative activities through a geographically indexed Web da.tabase 
containing projects of all organizations performing agricultural research and development 
in each region; and 
0 take account of existing relevant databases. 
RECOMIVIENDATION 8 
The Panel recommends that: 
q lthe CGIAR continue to emphasize the capacity building efforts that have been successtil 
in the past; 
IJthe CGIAR strengthen partnerships with bilateral and multilateral development agencies 
providing technical assistance and support in capacity building; 
q there be an increased emphasis on broadening the range of capacity-building efforts that 
the CGIAR considers essential for its work, particularly policy-making capacity in NAM; 
q new emphasis be placed on establishing national-, regional-, and sub-regional-level 
consultative processes for research and development; 
c 
q lthe CGIAR play a leading role in organizing, and if necessary producing,, a large menu of 
Web-based, highly interactive distance education and training courses; 
q Centers pursue meaningful collaborative partnerships with strong NARS in areas of 
strategic research; 
q lthe CGIAR encourage the internationalization of certain strong NARS, t.hereby 
facilitating more South/South research collaboration; and 
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. 
q la stepped-up CGIAR public awareness program is needed to promote awareness of 
CGIAR/NARS collaboration and the importance of research to developing-country 
governments. 
R.ECOMMENDATlON 10 
The Panel recommends a special collaborative focus on Africa that incorporates the 
following elements to create an effective strategy for African agriculture and that 
complements the ef‘forts of other organizations, including sub-regional associations: 
q Promote national/regional consultative processes for agricultural research and 
development in order to facilitate the integration and increase the efficiency of the efforts 
of all actors. 
q Set up an African Capacity Building Initiative for Sustainable Food Security as a major 
inter-Center initiative. It should help train a cadre of African leaders who can assist the 
political leadership in their countries to remove policy constraints and develop a well- 
conceived strategy for sustainable food security. 
0 Under the leadership of the director of the proposed African Capacity Building Initiative, 
set up a task force with the Centers, TAC, the CGIAR Secretariat, FAO, the World Bank, 
UNDP, the U.N. Environment Programme (UNEP), and other relevant organizations, 
including sub-regional associations, to develop a special focused program for African food 
security. 
q Launch a well-planned Lab to Land Program to take the benefits of the best available 
technologies to farmers and to promote on-farm participatory testing, breeding, and 
research. 
0Develop research programs in urban and peri-urban agriculture in cooperation with 
relevant organizations, including AVRDC. 
UEmphasize modern ecological farming methods, taking into account the poor 
infrastructure and low use of external inputs. 
q Set priorities on staple or relevant food crops, such as cassava, yams, cowpeas, plantain, 
and other “indigenous” African food crops. 
q Promote partnerships between strong NARS from various parts of the world and 
strategic African NARS. 
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RECOMMENDATION 1 I 
The Panel recommends that: 
q iwhere appropriate, the range of the CGIAR’s partnership be broadened to include other 
organizations with a shared commitment to its mission and goals; 
q in relevant areas, the CGIAR enter into Memoranda of Understanding with partners that 
contain a Voluntary Code of Conduct; 
q IARCs should not enter into partnerships that will lead to the monopolistic and exclusive 
use of the research results; 
0 the CGIAR establish a Media and Communications Unit; and 
ilthe Chair convene a high-level meeting with CEOs of interested representative 
agribusiness to exchange views and consider opportunities for new partnership 
relationships, including with farmers0 cooperatives and seed growers0 associations. 
RECOMMENDATION 20 
The Panel recommends that the CGIAR support the convening of a Global Forum every 
three years, confined to a general meeting on future global agricultural research issues and 
involving all major stakeholders. Further, the CGIAR should monitor GFARCls 
development and viability, as well as the implications of GFAR with respect to the work of 
CGIAR Centers, particularly ISNAR. 
RECOMMENDATION 25 
The Panel recommends that: 
q Relevant System-wide programs be provided sufficient funding on a long-term basis (at 
least five years), as they can be a useful complement to the CGIAR through improved 
coordination; 
q lsince eco-regional activities are part of the strengthening of NARS, a workshop should 
examine and assess past practical experiences, issues, and potentials involving all relevant 
actors in a region, with a proposal for tin-ther actions to be discussed by the CGIAR in 
1999, at the latest; 
c 
ElMembers and Centers place high priority on ensuring funding of high-quality 
collaborative research activities, including ecoregional and other System-wide programs, 
as well as other inter-Center initiatives that are important to the CGIAR mission; 
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Deco-regional activities be managed by the NARS and regional and sub-regional 
organizations, with the political and financial support of both the NARS and any bilateral 
donors; and 
q a special task force composed of key stakeholders be established to formulate specific 
plans and modalities to improve the governance and financing of System-wide programs. 
RECOMMENDATION 27 
The Panel recommends that an overall policy for CGIAR collaboration with the for-profit 
sector be developed at the System level under conditions that contribute to and do not 
compromise the basic public interests and objectives of the CGIAR. Financial 
contributions f?om the for-profit sector should be accepted for research activities of 
mutual interest, in line with the CGIAR mission statement, and directed toward the agreed 
research agenda. Further, a foundation should be the locus of a major fund-raising strategy 
to mobilize funding from private sources. 
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